














COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

 

 
PROJECT SUMMARY 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Agua Dulce Community Standards District Update 
 
REQUEST: 1) Adopt the Negative Declaration; 2) Adopt the 

proposed amendment to Title 22; Advanced Planning 
Case No. 2010-00005-(5)  

 
LOCATON:    Unincorporated community of Agua Dulce 
 
STAFF CONTACT:   Mitch Glaser at (213) 974-6476 
 
RPC HEARING DATES:  February 22, 2012 
 
RPC RECOMMENDATION: Board public hearing to consider adoption of the  

proposed amendment. 
 
MEMBERS VOTING AYE:  Commissioners Louie, Modugno, Pedersen, and  
     Valadez 
 
MEMBERS VOTING NAY:  None 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  Commissioner Helsley 
 
MEMBERS ABSTATINING: None 
 
KEY ISSUES: The Agua Dulce Community Standards District (CSD) 

was originally established in 1985.  The Agua Dulce 
Town Council (Town Council) re-established the CSD 
Revision Committee (Committee) in 2006.  The 
Committee has worked with the Department of 
Regional Planning for over five years to revise the 
CSD in order to better achieve the desired goal of the 
preservation of the secluded rural nature of the 
community.   

 
This CSD was recommended for approval by the 
Regional Planning Commission (RPC) at a hearing on 
February 22, 2012.  Because there are several 
sections of the CSD in which staff’s recommendation 
differs from that of the Town Council, there were 
numerous individuals who spoke at the hearing in 



favor of the Town Council’s version of the CSD 
Update. 
 
The sections in which staff’s recommendation differs 
from that of the Town Council include the number of 
dogs allowed per parcel, the number of cargo 
shipping containers allowed per parcel, the allowance 
of commercial vehicle parking in residential and 
agricultural zones, the inclusion of drainage standards 
in the CSD, and a CSD boundary expansion. 

The Zoning Ordinance currently allows a maximum of 
three dogs to be owned as personal pets in residential 
and agricultural zones.  The Town Council proposed 
that, on lots that are one net acre or greater in size, 
two additional dogs be allowed for each additional net 
acre of lot size, with a maximum allowance of seven 
dogs. Staff is recommending an allowance of five 
dogs on lots that are one net acre or greater in size. 

The Zoning Ordinance does not currently allow cargo 
shipping containers (containers) in residential and 
agricultural zones.  The Town Council proposed that 
containers be allowed in these zones, with the 
number of allowable containers increasing as the net 
lot size increased, and with a maximum allowance of 
ten containers.  Staff is recommending an allowance 
of one container on lots that are one net acre or 
greater in size and two containers on lots that are five 
net acres or greater in size, with additional containers 
possibly permitted through the Minor Conditional Use 
Permit process. 

The Zoning Ordinance does not currently allow 
commercial vehicle parking in residential and 
agricultural zones.  The Town Council proposed that, 
on lots that are five net acres or greater in size, 
parking for one commercial vehicle (such as a truck 
tractor-semitrailer) be allowed. Staff is not 
recommending allowance of commercial vehicle 
parking in residential and agricultural zones. 

The Town Council originally proposed that specific 
drainage standards be included in the CSD update.  
However, staff concluded that the proposed drainage 
standards would be redundant with the Low Impact 
Development (LID) Standards currently contained in 
the Zoning Ordinance.  Therefore, staff is not 
recommending that the Town Council’s proposed 
drainage standards be included in the CSD update so 
as to avoid overlapping provisions and redundancies 
in the Zoning Ordinance. 



The proposed CSD update expands the current 
boundaries of the Agua Dulce CSD.  The Town 
Council proposed that the boundaries be further 
expanded to include a particular grouping of 
properties that are currently located within the Acton 
CSD boundaries, as previous polling indicates that 
these property owners wish to be placed in the Agua 
Dulce CSD boundaries. Staff has attempted to 
facilitate discussions between the Town Council and 
the Acton Town Council regarding this issue.  
However, the Acton Town Council has opposed any 
changes to the Acton CSD boundaries.  Therefore, 
staff is not recommending that the boundaries of the 
proposed CSD update include this area, as there is a 
lack of consensus between the Town Councils. 
 
 

MAJOR POINTS FOR: The CSD Update replaces a somewhat vague 
planning document and reflects the current conditions 
and desired goal of the Agua Dulce community to 
preserve its secluded, rural nature. 

 
This CSD Update included a thorough outreach effort 
that included the Town Council, the Committee, and 
members of the Agua Dulce Community.  While there 
are a select few issues on which staff and the Town 
Council did not reach a consensus, the majority of this 
CSD represents a comprehensive product of over five 
years of collaboration with the Agua Dulce 
community. 

 
MAJOR POINTS AGAINST: The CSD Update will impose additional regulations 

and fees on private property owners. 
 

DRP has not reached a consensus with the Town 
Council on all sections of the CSD and several 
property owners have expressed opposition to certain 
elements of the CSD.  





REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING PROCEEDINGS 

 
PROPOSED AMNEDMENT TO COUNTY CODE TITLE 22 (PLANNING AND 

ZONING) TO UPDATE THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT  
 

The Regional Planning Commission (Commission) conducted a public hearing to 
consider the proposed update to the Agua Dulce Community Standards District (CSD) 
of Title 22 (Zoning Ordinance) of the County Code on February 22, 2012. 
 
During the hearing, staff asked the Commission to consider the proposed update to the 
Agua Dulce CSD.  The staff presentation elaborated on the collaborative process 
between the Department of Regional Planning (DRP), the Agua Dulce Town Council 
(Town Council), and the CSD Revision Committee (Committee).  The presentation also 
outlined the conditions contained in the CSD and the justifications for the recommended 
development standards. 
 
Several members of the public spoke both in favor and in opposition of the proposed 
CSD Update. 
 
The Commission closed the public hearing and approved the proposed amendment.  
Commissioners Louie, Modugno, Pedersen, and Valadez voted aye.  Commissioner 
Helsley was absent.  Staff was then instructed to transmit the item to the Board of 
Supervisors for consideration in a public hearing. 
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ORDINANCE NO. ________________________ 

 An ordinance amending Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles 

County Code related to the revision of the Agua Dulce Community Standards District. 

 The Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angeles ordains as follows: 

 SECTION 1. Section 22.44.113 is hereby repealed in its entirety. 

 SECTION 2. Section 22.44.113 is hereby added to read as follows: 

 22.44.113  Agua Dulce Community Standards District. 

 A. Intent and Purpose.  The Agua Dulce Community Standards District 

(“CSD”) is established to: 

  1. Maintain a dispersed, low density development pattern to preserve 

the secluded rural nature of the community; 

  2. Protect the equestrian, agricultural, historical, cultural, 

archaeological, and geological characteristics of the community; 

  3. Protect sensitive features, including the Vasquez Rocks Natural 

Area, the Santa Clara River, the Angeles National Forest, floodplains, hillsides, 

ridgelines, rock outcroppings, and Significant Ecological Areas identified in the Santa 

Clarita Valley Area Plan; 

  4. Maintain and enhance the pedestrian and equestrian trail system, 

including the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail corridor; and 

  5. Minimize the placement of urban infrastructure that would alter the 

character of the community, such as sewer and water systems, paved local streets, 

street lights, concrete sidewalks, and concrete flood control systems. 

B. District Boundary.  The boundaries of this CSD are shown on the map 

following this section. 
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 C. Applicability. 

  1. This CSD shall not apply to completed applications submitted to the 

department of regional planning prior to the effective date of the ordinance creating this 

CSD. 

  2. This CSD shall apply to applications submitted to the department of 

regional planning on or after the effective date of the ordinance creating this CSD, 

except applications for additions to existing structures, provided that such additions:  

   a. Do not change the use of the structure from commercial to 

residential or from residential to commercial; 

   b. Do not cumulatively increase the existing floor area of the 

structure by more than 25 percent; 

   c. Do not cumulatively increase the existing occupancy load of 

the structure by more than 25 percent; and 

   d. Do not increase the number of required parking spaces by 

more than 25 percent. 

  3. Repair and Reconstruction. 

   a. This CSD shall not apply to applications for the repair or 

reconstruction of a damaged or destroyed structure that was legally established prior to 

the effective date of the ordinance creating this CSD, provided that such repair or 

reconstruction meets the limitations of subsection C.2.   

   b. Applications for the repair or reconstruction of a damaged or 

destroyed structure that was legally established prior to the effective date of the 

ordinance creating this CSD shall also be exempt from the provisions of Section 
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22.56.1510.G, provided that such repair or reconstruction meets the limitations of 

subsection C.2. 

   c. A destroyed residential structure may be reconstructed 

within the same footprint on a lot or parcel of land.  A destroyed residential structure 

may also be reconstructed in a different location on the same lot or parcel of land, 

provided that the yard requirements of Section 22.20.120 (Zone R-1) are met. 

 D. Community-wide Development Standards.  

  1. Highway and Local Street Standards. 

   a. Highway Standards.   

    i.  Routes on the Highway Plan shall use alternate rural 

highway standards, except for locations where existing infrastructure or commercial and 

pedestrian traffic are such that the department of public works determines that curbs, 

gutters, and sidewalks as necessary for safety or to provide pedestrian access 

compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

    ii. Encroachments into the public right-of-way are 

prohibited unless an encroachment permit is granted by the department of public works.  

When granting an encroachment permit, the department of public works will: 

     (a). Consider the potential impact that the 

encroachment will have on safe use of the public right-of-way for temporary vehicle 

parking and pedestrian and equestrian movement; and 

     (b). To the maximum extent feasible, keep the 

public right-of-way clear of obstructions which block safe pedestrian and equestrian 

movement, such as improved landscaping, trees, and structures. 
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    iii. Driveways are permitted within the public right-of-way, 

provided that they are constructed with a non-slip surface, such as rough-broomed 

concrete. 

   b. Local Street Standards.  The following standards shall apply 

to local streets that are maintained by the department of public works: 

    i. Local streets shall use the inverted shoulder cross-

section with a paved width of 28 feet, except for locations where additional pavement is 

required for geometric improvements by the department of public works or where 

commercial, industrial, or institutional uses necessitate alternate designs, as determined 

by the department of public works.  This limit excludes the width of any inverted 

shoulder or concrete flowline. 

    ii. New curbs, gutters, and sidewalks are prohibited 

unless deemed necessary for the safety of pedestrian and vehicular traffic by the 

department of public works after consultation with the department of regional planning.  

    iii. The standards contained in subsections D.1.a.ii and 

D.1.a.iii, above, shall apply. 

  2. Street Lighting.  Street lights shall be in conformance with Part 9 of 

Chapter 22.44 and shall be compatible in style and material with the poles on which 

they are mounted. 

  3. Outdoor Lighting.  Outdoor lighting shall be in conformance with 

Part 9 of Chapter 22.44.   

  4. Utilities.  (Reserved) 
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  5. Signs.  The requirements of Part 10 of Chapter 22.52 shall apply 

except where modified herein: 

   a. General Requirements.  

    i. Faces.  Signs shall not display more than two faces. 

    ii. Height.  Sign heights shall be measured from the 

average finished grade at the base of the sign.  

    iii. Non-Commercial Speech.  Signs may display non-

commercial messages. 

    iv. Lighting.  Sign lighting shall be in conformance with 

Part 9 of Chapter 22.44.  Internal sign illumination, such as “can” lights or individually 

illuminated lettered signage, is prohibited.   Sign lighting shall not pulse, rotate, blink, 

flash or simulate motion.   

   b.  Permitted Signs. Only the following types of signs shall be 

permitted in this CSD: 

    i.  Wall Business Signs. 

     (a).  Signs shall not extend above the highest point 

of the building wall.  For the purposes of this subsection, sloping roofs shall not be 

considered an extension of the building wall.  Roof-mounted signs are prohibited.  

     (b). The maximum sign area for ground floor 

business establishments shall be one square foot for each linear foot of building 

frontage or 60 square feet per establishment, whichever is less. 

     (c). The maximum sign area for business 

establishments above the ground floor shall be 10 square feet per establishment. 
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    ii. Freestanding Business Signs. 

     (a). Freestanding business signs shall be 

monument signs.  For the purposes of this subsection, a “monument sign” shall be 

defined as a sign placed on a solid base that extends at least 75 percent of the width of 

the sign.  Pole-mounted signs are prohibited. 

     (b). A maximum of one sign is permitted on a lot or 

parcel of land.  

     (c). The maximum sign area shall be 20 square 

feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be four feet. 

    iii. Residential Entrance signs.   For the purposes of this 

subsection, a “residential entrance sign” shall be defined as a freestanding or wall- 

mounted sign marking the entrance to a residential use. 

     (a). A maximum of one sign per entrance is 

permitted on a lot or parcel of land in a residential or agricultural zone.  

     (b). The maximum sign area shall be 20 square 

feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be 20 feet.  

     (c). If the sign is placed over a driveway, an 

additional unobstructed driveway must be provided, as required by Section 503.2.1 of 

the Fire Code.   

    iv. Directional and/or Informational Signs.   The 

maximum sign area shall be 32 square feet per sign face and the maximum sign height 

shall be 15 feet. 
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    v. Community Identification Signs.  The maximum sign 

area shall be 24 square feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be 15 

feet. 

    vi. Civic Organization Signs.  The maximum sign area 

shall be six square feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be eight feet. 

    vii. Bulletin or Special-event Signs, including signs 

advertising upcoming community events.  The maximum sign area shall be 24 square 

feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be 15 feet. 

    viii.  Temporary Signs.  

  (a). General Requirements. 

   (i). A maximum of one sign is permitted per 

street or highway frontage.  Signs shall not be affixed to trees, shrubs, or other types of 

vegetation.  

   (ii). Freestanding signs shall be placed at 

least 10 feet from any property line.  Structures installed to support freestanding signs 

shall be removed when the signs are.  

   (iii). Signs shall display the date of posting 

and the name and phone number of the sign owner.  

  (b).  Temporary Non-Commercial Signs.  

   (i).  The maximum sign area shall be 16 

square feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be 8 feet.  
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      (ii). Signs may be posted for 120 cumulative 

days within any 12 month period.  Signs concerning political issues, such as election 

candidates or ballot measures, shall be removed within 14 days after balloting. 

     (c). Temporary Real Estate Signs.     

      (i). In residential and agricultural zones, the 

maximum sign area shall be six square feet per sign face and the maximum sign height 

shall be six feet. In all other zones, the maximum sign area shall be 48 square feet per 

sign face and the maximum sign height shall be 12 feet. 

      (ii). Signs shall be removed within 14 days 

after the property has been rented, leased or sold. 

     (d). Temporary Construction Signs.   

      (i). The maximum sign area shall be six 

square feet per sign face and the maximum sign height shall be six feet. 

      (ii). Signs shall be removed within 14 days 

after the completion of construction, alteration, or removal of the structure. 

     (e). Temporary Subdivision Sales, Entry, and 

Special-Feature Signs.   

      (i). Temporary Subdivision Sales Signs.  

The maximum sign area shall be 12 square feet per sign face and the maximum sign 

height shall be eight feet.  Signs shall be removed within one year after the completion 

of the last unit of the last phase of the subdivision. 

      (ii). Temporary Subdivision Entry and 

Special-Feature Signs.  Signs shall be monument signs, as defined in subsection 
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D.5.b.ii.(a). The maximum sign area shall be 20 square feet per sign face and the 

maximum sign height shall be six feet.  Signs shall be removed within one year after the 

completion of the last unit of the last phase of the subdivision.  

  6. Vegetation Conservation.  (Reserved) 

  7. Trails. 
  
   a. Trail Provision. 

    i. All land division projects creating more than four lots 

or parcels of land shall contain public dedicated trail easements in accordance with the 

adopted Trails Plan of the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. The conditions of approval for 

these projects shall require that trail construction be completed by the applicant, in 

accordance with the guidelines provided in subsection 7.b, and approved by the 

Department of Parks and Recreation.  The Department of Parks and Recreation may 

also require connector or feeder trail easements, and construction of connector or 

feeder trails, to allow for continuity and connectivity to trails within the adopted Trails 

Plan area. 

    ii.  Public dedicated trail easements for the Pacific Crest 

Trail shall accommodate a public dedicated trail for hiking and equestrian uses only.  

Other public dedicated trail easements shall accommodate a public dedicated multi-use 

trail for hiking, mountain bicycling, and equestrian uses.   

    iii. Public dedicated trail easements shall not be located 

contiguous to local streets or Highways, unless the Department of Parks and Recreation 

determines that no other location is suitable.  If a public dedicated trail easement is 
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located contiguous to a local street or Highway, such easement shall be outside the 

local street or Highway’s public right-of-way. 

    iv. Public dedicated trail easements shall be designed to 

connect to an existing or planned trail alignment(s), pursuant to the adopted Trails Plan 

of the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan. 

    v. Public dedicated trail easements shall be designed to 

provide connectivity to recreational uses, such as open space areas, parks, trail heads, 

bike paths, historical trails or sites, equestrian and multi-use staging areas, 

campgrounds, and conservation areas.   

    vi.  If any land division project proposes modification to 

an existing trail easement, the applicant shall obtain Department of Parks and 

Recreation approval of such modification prior to the public hearing. 

    vii. Any land division project creating more than four lots 

or parcels of land that is 20 net acres or greater in total size, and is near existing or 

planned regional trails or is adjacent to properties with feeder trails, shall provide a 

public dedicated trail easement or easements to accommodate hiking, mountain biking, 

and equestrian uses for trail continuity and connectivity. 

   b. Trail Construction.  The following guidelines are required for 

all trail construction, unless modified by the Department of Parks and Recreation on the 

basis of unique site conditions, including but not limited to steep topography, existing 

structures, existing trees or other vegetation, or existing utility infrastructure:  

    i. The minimum trail easement width shall be 10 feet;  
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    ii. The minimum trail tread width shall be a variable 

width of six to eight feet; 

    iii. The maximum trail cross-slope gradient shall be 3%;  

    iv. The maximum trail running slope gradient shall be 

10%, though for short distances up to 300 feet in length, a maximum trail running slope 

gradient of 15% may be permitted by the Department of Parks and Recreation on a 

case by case basis;  

    v.  Trail surfacing shall consist of either native soil, 

native stabilized soil, or decomposed granite;  

    vi. Driveways are permitted within the trail easement, 

provided that they are constructed with a non-slip surface such as textured concrete 

(bush-hammer finish) or textured permeable paving, and are free of any obstructions 

which would affect clear access for trail users; 

    vii. Any variance from the trail construction guidelines 

shall require review and approval by the Department of Parks and Recreation; and 

    viii. All applications for land division shall include all 

information necessary to determine compliance with the trail dedication and 

construction standards of this CSD and such information shall be shown on tentative 

parcel or tract maps and final parcel or tract maps prior to recordation. 

   c. Trail Maintenance. 

    i. Public dedicated trail easements shall remain 

unobstructed and clear of vegetation and structures, including but not limited to 

buildings, utility boxes, gates, and non-trail fences or retaining walls.   
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    ii. All trail easements that are not granted to the County 

and maintained by the Department of Parks and Recreation shall be granted to a 

Homeowner’s Association or a Special District and maintained by such Homeowner’s 

Association or such Special District.  If a Special District is used, such district shall be 

an entity established pursuant to the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972, Section 

22500, et. seq., of the California Streets and Highways Code (“Landscaping and 

Lighting District”), or it shall be some other entity capable of assessing and collecting 

trail maintenance fees. 

   d. Notification.   Applicants shall notify the Agua Dulce Town 

Council, and any other recognized local trail advisory entities, to solicit input regarding 

trail location. 

  8. Density-controlled Development.  Density-controlled development 

shall be permitted in this CSD, including hillside management areas and significant 

ecological areas, only if: 

   a. Each lot or parcel of land contains a minimum net area of 

two acres;  

   b. Each lot or parcel of land meets the yard requirements of 

this CSD; and 

   c. Each lot or parcel of land has a minimum width of 165 feet 

and a minimum depth of 165 feet. 

  9. Hillside Management.  Applications for a land division creating 

more than four lots or parcels of land in a hillside management area shall include a 

written analysis demonstrating compliance with the following design guideline, as it 
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applies to the project:  Grading is not conducted uniformly across the entirety of the 

project and is limited to the pads required of individual structures. 

  10. Significant Ridgeline Protection.  Ridgelines are defined as the line 

formed by the meeting of the tops of sloping surfaces of land.  Significant ridgelines are 

highly visible ridgelines that dominate the landscape.  The locations of the significant 

ridgelines within this CSD are shown on the map following this section and the criteria 

used for their designation are provided in the Appendix following this section. 

   a. The highest point of any structure shall be located at least 50 

vertical feet and 50 horizontal feet from a significant ridgeline, excluding chimneys, 

rooftop antennas, amateur radio antennas, roof-mounted solar panels, and wind energy 

conversion systems.  

   b. Any modification to subsection D.10.a shall require a 

conditional use permit, as provided in Part 1 of Chapter 22.56.  In approving such 

conditional use permit, the hearing officer or regional planning commission shall make 

the following findings in addition to those required by Section 22.56.090: 

    i. Alternative sites within the project site have been 

considered and rejected due to the presence of documented hazards of the potential for 

greater damage to biota, as determined by a biologist; and 

    ii. The overall development is designed to comply with 

the design guideline provided in subsection D.9, as it applies to the project. 

 E. Zone-specific Development Standards. 

  1. Residential and Agricultural Zones. 

   a. Lot Design. 
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    i. Each lot or parcel of land created by a land division 

shall contain a minimum net area of two acres; and 

    ii. Each lot or parcel of land created by a land division 

shall have a minimum width of 165 feet and a minimum depth of 165 feet. 

   b. Required Yards. 

    i. If a lot or parcel of land is smaller than one net acre in 

size, the requirements of Section 22.20.120 (Zone R-1) shall apply. 

    ii. If a lot or parcel of land is one net acre or greater in 

size, but smaller than two net acres in size: 

     (a). The minimum front yard is 25 feet; 

     (b). The minimum rear yard is 15 feet; and 

     (c). The minimum side yard is 10 feet. 

    iii. If a lot or parcel of land is two net acres or greater in 

size: 

     (a). The minimum front yard is 50 feet; 

     (b). The minimum rear yard is 25 feet; and 

     (c). The minimum side yard is 25 feet. 

    iv. Accessory structures shall not be permitted in any 

required yard; and  

    v. Required yards shall be measured from the property 

boundary unless such boundary is located within a private street or right-of-way, in 

which case required yards shall be measured from the edge of the private street or 

right-of-way closest to the interior of the lot or parcel of land. 
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   c. Home-based Occupations.  The requirements of Section 

22.20.020 (Residential Zones) or 22.24.030 (Agricultural Zones) shall apply except 

where modified herein: 

    i. The following uses are permitted: 

     -- Animal training, provided that the animal is a 

domestic animal, as defined by Section 22.08.040. 

     -- Recording/motion picture/video production 

studio. 

    ii. A home-based occupation may be housed in a 

permitted accessory structure; 

    iii. A maximum of two full-time equivalent persons, other 

than resident occupants, may be employed or volunteer their services on site; 

    iv. A minimum of one uncovered vehicle parking space 

shall be provided for all business related traffic, and one additional uncovered parking 

space shall be required for each full-time equivalent employee or volunteer; and 

    v. Business hours are limited between 8:00 a.m. and 

6:00 p.m. 

   d. Dogs. 

    i. On a lot or parcel of land less than one net acre in 

size, the requirements of Sections 22.20.050 (Residential Zones) or 22.24.050 

(Agricultural Zones) shall apply; and 

    ii. A maximum of five dogs shall be allowed on a lot or 

parcel of land one net acre or greater in size. 
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   e. Cargo Shipping Containers.  For the purposes of this 

subsection, a “cargo shipping container” shall be defined as a reusable transport and 

storage container designed to be carried on semi-trailer trucks, container ships, and 

freight trains.  Cargo shipping containers shall be permitted on a lot or parcel of land in 

accordance with the following standards: 

    i. One cargo shipping container shall be permitted on a 

lot or parcel of land that is one net acre or greater in size. Two cargo containers shall be 

permitted on a lot or parcel of land that is five net acres or greater in size. 

   ii.  A minor conditional use permit, as provided in Section 

22.56.085, shall be required for any additional cargo container shipping containers or for 

cargo containers on lots less than one net acre in size. 

    iii. Cargo shipping containers shall not be placed in any 

required yard or in any area where the parking of vehicles is prohibited by Sections 

22.20.025.A (Residential Zones) or 22.24.035.A (Agricultural Zones); 

    iv. Cargo shipping containers shall be placed at least six 

feet from any structure or other cargo shipping container; 

    v. Cargo shipping containers shall not be stacked upon 

each other; 

    vi. Cargo shipping containers shall not exceed 10 feet in 

height, 10 feet in width, and 40 feet in length; and 

    vii. Cargo shipping containers shall be painted one 

uniform color and the sides of containers shall not display images or lettering, except for 
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signs providing safety information related to the contents stored within, if required by the 

County Code or other applicable regulations.   

  2. Commercial and Manufacturing Zones.  Compliance with the 

following requirements shall be substantiated by a written statement from an engineer 

or architect made under penalty of perjury pursuant to Section 2015.5 of the Code of 

Civil Procedure: 

   a. Structure Design.   

    i. Structures, structure additions, and structure 

renovations shall incorporate Old Western, Southwestern, Spanish Mission, Victorian, 

or Native American architecture; 

    ii. Structure facades, materials, rooflines, and exterior 

finishes shall conform to the chosen architectural style; and 

    iii. Structure entrances shall be recessed by at least one 

foot. 

   b. Utilities and Equipment.  Accessory utilities and equipment 

visible from a public or private street, including but not limited to trash receptacles, 

pumps, water pipes, propane tanks, natural gas pipes, circuit breakers, and 

transformers and other electrical equipment, shall be screened from view by 

landscaping or walls and fences. 

   c. Pedestrian and Equestrian Accommodation.  An access 

route of at least 10 feet in width shall be provided to each trail or public right-of-way 

adjoining a lot or parcel of land, and at least one equestrian hitching post shall be 

provided. 
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 F. Area-Specific Development Standards.  (Reserved) 

 G. Modification of Development Standards. 

  1. Modification Authorized.  Modification of the development 

standards specified in subsection E.1.b (Required Yards) shall be subject to the 

procedures specified in this section.  Modification of the other development standards in 

this CSD shall be subject to a conditional use permit, as provided in Part 1 of Chapter 

22.56.  The applicant for any such conditional use permit shall notify the Agua Dulce 

Town Council in order to solicit input regarding the application.   

  2. Application.  The procedure for filing a request for modification shall 

be the same as that for a director’s review, as set forth in Part 12 of Chapter 22.56, 

except that the applicant shall also submit: 

   a. A filing fee, as set forth in Section 22.60.100, equal to that 

required for Modification of Development Standards in Community Standards Districts; 

and 

   b.  If requested by the director, applicants may also be required 

to submit a list, certified by affidavit or statement made under penalty of perjury, of the 

names and addresses of all persons who are shown on the latest available assessment 

roll of the County of Los Angeles as owners of the subject property and as owners of 

property within 1,000 feet from the exterior boundaries of the subject property, and 

two sets of gummed mailing labels with the property owners’ names and addresses and 

one photocopy of the labels. 

  3. Notice. 
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   a. At least 30 days prior to the date a decision is made, the 

director shall send notice of the pending application by first-class mail to all persons 

who are shown on the latest available assessment roll of the County of Los Angeles as 

owners of the subject property, and as owning property within 1,000 feet from the 

exterior boundaries of the subject property.  

   b. The notice shall describe the development proposal and the 

request for modification.  The notice shall also indicate that individuals may submit 

written protest to the director within 14 calendar days following the date on the notice 

and that such written protest shall be based on issues of significance directly related to 

the application and shall provide evidence that the request for modification does not 

meet one or more of the findings identified in subsection G.4.a. 

  4. Findings. 

   a. The director shall approve or deny the application pursuant 

to the principles and standards of Section 22.56.1690 and the following findings: 

    i. There are exceptional circumstances or conditions 

applicable to the subject property or to the intended development of the property that do 

not apply to other properties within the CSD; and 

    ii. That granting the request for modification will not be 

materially detrimental to properties or improvements in the area or contrary to the 

purpose of this CSD, as provided in subsection A. 

   b. The director shall consider each written protest when making 

a decision on the application.  If the director determines that written protests are based 

on issues of significance directly related to the application and provide evidence that the 
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request for modification does not meet one or more of the findings, the director may 

request alterations to the development proposal and/or conditions of approval before 

making a decision on the application. 

   c. The director may refer an application to the regional planning 

commission for consideration in a public hearing.  All procedures relative to the public 

hearing shall be subject to Part 4 of Chapter 22.60.  The regional planning commission 

shall approve, conditionally approve, or deny the application pursuant to the findings in 

subsection G.4.a.  The decision of the regional planning commission shall become final 

and effective on the date of the decision and shall not be subject to further 

administrative appeal. 

  5. Decision. 

   a. Notice.   

    i. If the director approves or denies the application, or 

refers the application to the regional planning commission, the director shall send notice 

of the decision by first class mail to the applicant and anyone who submitted a written 

protest. 

    ii. If the director approves or denies the application, the 

notice shall indicate that an appeal may be filed with the regional planning commission 

within 14 calendar days following the date on the notice. 

   b. Appeal. 

    i. An appeal shall require an additional fee for a public 

hearing, as set forth in Section 22.60.100 under Modification of Development Standards 
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in Community Standards Districts.  All procedures relative to the public hearing shall be 

subject to Part 4 of Chapter 22.60. 

    ii. The regional planning commission shall approve, 

conditionally approve, or deny the appeal pursuant to the findings in subsection G.4.a.  

The decision of the regional planning commission shall become final and effective on 

the date of the decision and shall not be subject to further administrative appeal. 

 SECTION 3. Section 22.56.085 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

 22.56.085  Grant or denial of minor conditional use permit by director. 

 A.  Any person filing an application for a conditional use permit may request 

the Director to consider the application in accordance with this section for the following 

uses: 

 … 

  --  Cargo shipping containers in the Agua Dulce Community Standards 

District, as provided in Section 22.44.113.E.1.e. 

 … 
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APPENDIX FOR SECTION 22.44.113 

CRITERIA FOR SIGNIFICANT RIDGELINES 

The designation of the significant ridgelines within the Agua Dulce Community 

Standards District is based on the following criteria: 

• Topographic complexity:  Ridges that have a significant difference in elevation 

from the valley or canyon floor.  Generally, these ridges are observable from any 

location on the valley floor, from a community, or from a public road.   

• Near/far contrast:  Ridges that are a part of a scene that includes a prominent 

landform in the foreground and a major backdrop ridge with an unbroken skyline.  This 

includes a view into a valley from a pubic road or viewpoint located at a higher altitude, 

such as along the valley rim or a pass.  Often, layers of ridges are visible into the 

distance.  This contrast can be experienced viewing an entire panorama or a portion of 

a panorama from an elevated point. 

• Cultural landmarks:  Ridges from views of well-known locations, structures, or 

other places which are considered points of interest in Agua Dulce.   

• Existing community boundaries and gateways:  Ridges and surrounding terrain 

that provide the first view of predominately natural, undeveloped land as a traveler 

emerges from the urban landscape.  These lands introduce visitors to the visual 

experiences they will encounter in Agua Dulce.   

 

   





COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

320 WEST TEMPLE STREET 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 

PROJECT NUMBER: R2010-01627-(1-5), Case No. RADV 201000005 

 

1. DESCRIPTION: 

The revision of the Agua Dulce Community Standards District (CSD) contains a series of 

amendments to Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code intended to maintain a 

dispersed, low density pattern for future development in Agua Dulce in order to preserve 

the secluded rural nature of the community.  The proposed standards are designed to 

protect the equestrian, agricultural, historical, cultural, archaeological, and geological 

characteristics of the community by preserving sensitive natural features, by maintaining 

and enhancing the pedestrian and equestrian trail system, and by minimizing the 

placement of urban infrastructure, such as street lights and concrete sidewalks, that 

would alter the character of the community.  The CSD does the following: requires routes 

on the highway plan to use alternate rural highway standards where possible; places 

restrictions on signage in the Agua Dulce community; requires that land division projects 

creating more than four lots or parcels of land contain public dedicated trail easements 

designed to connect to existing or planned trails and to provide connectivity to 

recreational uses; allows density controlled development including development in 

hillside management areas and significant ecological areas, so long as each lot or parcel 

contains a minimum acreage, yardage, width, and depth; prohibits the creation of more 

than four lots per parcel of land in hillside management areas except where a written 

analysis demonstrates that grading will not be conducted uniformly across the entirety of 

the project and will be limited to the pads of the individual structures; contains 

provisions for the protection of significant ridgelines including mandating that structures 

be located a minimum of 50 vertical and horizontal feet from any significant ridgelines; 

contains zone specific development standards for residential and agricultural zones that 

include provisions for lot design, required yardage, standards for home based 

occupations, number of dogs allowed per parcel, and number of cargo shipping 

containers allowed; contains zone specific development standards for commercial zones 

which include provisions for structure design, utilities and equipment, and pedestrian 

and equestrian accommodation requirements; and outlines a procedure for the 

modification of development standards.  All of the amendments proposed by the CSD 

revision pertain to improvements that would be part of future projects - each subject to 

their own CEQA review. 
 

2. LOCATION: 

Agua Dulce     
      

3. PROPONENT: 

Los Angeles County 
 

4. FINDINGS OF NO SIGNIFICANT EFFECT: 
 

BASED ON THE ATTACHED INITIAL STUDY, IT HAS BEEN DETERMINED 

THAT THE PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE 

ENVIRONMENT. 



 

5.  LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS: 
 

THE LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF THE RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

ON WHICH ADOPTION OF THIS NEGATIVE DECLARATION IS BASED IS: 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING, 320 WEST TEMPLE STREET, 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012   

 

PREPARED BY: Brianna Menke 

 

DATE:    February 22, 2012 
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Environmental Checklist Form (Initial Study) 
County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning 
 
 
 
 
Project title: Agua Dulce Community Standards District / Project No. R2010-01627-(1-5) / Case No. 
RADV 201000005.  
 
Project location: Agua Dulce 

APN:  Various     Thomas Guide: Pages 4372-4374, 4462-4464     USGS Quad: Agua Dulce, Sleepy 

Valley, Mint Canyon     
 
Gross Area: 44 square miles 
 
Description of project:  The proposed project consists of a significant expansion and revision of standards 
contained within the Agua Dulce Community Standards District (CSD) in the form of amendments to Title 
22 of the Los Angeles County Code (Code).  These revisions encompass a more specific and comprehensive 
series of standards intended to maintain a dispersed, low density pattern for future development in Agua 
Dulce in order to preserve the secluded rural nature of the community.  The proposed standards are 
designed to protect the equestrian, agricultural, historical, cultural, archaeological, and geological 
characteristics of the community by preserving sensitive natural features such as the Vasquez Rocks Natural 
Area, by maintaining and enhancing the pedestrian and equestrian trail system, and by minimizing the 
placement of urban infrastructure, such as street lights and concrete sidewalks, that would alter the character 
of the community.  Specifically, the CSD requires routes on the highway plan to use alternate rural highway 
standards where possible and prohibits new curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. The CSD also requires street and 
other outdoor lighting to be in conformance with Part 9 of Chapter 22.44 of the Code which would, in turn, 
permit reasonable uses of outdoor lighting to ensure nighttime safety and security and promote dark skies 
for the enjoyment and health of humans and wildlife.  The CSD also places restrictions on signage in the 
Agua Dulce community including the number of signs permitted per parcel, the number of faces, total 
height, area, and light allowed per sign.  The CSD requires that land division projects creating more than 
four lots or parcels of land contain public dedicated trail easements designed to connect to existing or 
planned trails and to provide connectivity to recreational uses.  Density controlled development is permitted 
under the CSD, including development in hillside management areas and significant ecological areas, so long 
as each lot or parcel contains a minimum acreage, yardage, width, and depth.  The CSD prohibits the 
creation of more than four lots per parcel of land in hillside management areas except where a written 
analysis demonstrates that grading will not be conducted uniformly across the entirety of the project and will 
be limited to the pads of the individual structures.  The CSD also contains provisions for the protection of 
significant ridgelines including mandating that structures be located a minimum of 50 vertical and horizontal 
feet from any significant ridgelines.  Moreover, the CSD contains zone specific development standards for 
residential and agricultural zones that include provisions for lot design, required yardage, standards for home 
based occupations, number of dogs allowed per parcel, and number of cargo shipping containers allowed.  
Zone specific development standards for commercial zones as designated in the CSD include provisions for 
structure design, utilities and equipment, and pedestrian and equestrian accommodation requirements.  The 
CSD also outlines a procedure for the modification of development standards. 
 

General plan designation: N/A (Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan)     
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Community/Area wide Plan designation: Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, various designations (N1-Non 
Urban 1, N2-Non Urban 2, C-Commercial, M-Industry, P-Public Service Facilities, O-Open Space, HM-
Hillside Management, S-Significant Ecological Areas, W-Floodway/Floodplain, AP-Airport, NF-National 
Forest 
Zoning: A-1-1, A-1-10, A-1-20000, A-2-1, A-2-2, A-2-7, R-3, R-R, R-R-1, C-3, W, P-R, M-1-DP  
 
Surrounding land uses and setting:  Agua Dulce is a rural community located in the eastern Santa Clarita 
Valley.  It contains numerous drainage courses including Agua Dulce Canyon and Tick Canyon.  Various 
natural biological resources exist in the community.  Elevation ranges from 2,400 feet to 3,400 feet.   
 
Major projects in the area: 
Project/Case No. Description and Status 

N/A        

            

            

            
 
 
 
Reviewing Agencies: 
Responsible Agencies Special Reviewing Agencies Regional Significance 

 None  
Regional Water Quality  Control 
Board:  
  Los Angeles Region 
  Lahontan Region 

 Coastal Commission 
 Army Corps of Engineers 

 None 
 Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy 

 National Parks 
 National Forest 
 Edwards Air Force Base 
 Resource Conservation 
District of Santa Monica 
Mountains Area 

 Any neighboring cities (City of 
Santa Clarita) 

 None 
 SCAG Criteria 
 Air Quality 
 Water Resources 
 Santa Monica Mtns. Area 

       

   
Trustee Agencies County Reviewing Agencies  

 None 
 State Dept. of Fish and Game 
 State Dept. of Parks and 
Recreation 

 State Lands Commission 
 University of California 
(Natural Land and Water 
Reserves System) 

 DPW:  
- Land Development Division   
(Grading & Drainage) 

- Geotechnical & Materials 
Engineering Division 

- Traffic and Lighting Division 
- Environmental Programs 
Division 

 

 Fire Department  
- Forestry, Environmental 
Division 

-Planning Division 
 Public Health 
 Sheriff Department 
 Parks and Recreation 

       

   
 
Public agency approvals which may be required:  
Public Agency Approval Required 
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Lead agency name and address: Project sponsor's name and address: 
County of Los Angeles  
Department of Regional Planning 
320 West Temple Street  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 

      

Contact person and phone number: Brianna Menke, (213) 974-6476 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 

IMPACT ANALYSIS  
SUMMARY MATRIX 

No Impact 

 Less than Significant Impact 

  Less than Significant Impact w/ Project Mitigation 

   Potentially Significant Impact 

Environmental Factor Pg.     Potential Concern 

1. Aesthetics            

2. Agriculture/Forest              

3. Air Quality            

4. Biological Resources            

5. Cultural Resources            

6. Energy            

7. Geology/Soils            

8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions            

9. Hazards/Hazardous Materials            

10. Hydrology/Water Quality            

11. Land Use/Planning            

12. Mineral Resources            

13. Noise            

14. Population/Housing            

15. Public Services            

16. Recreation            

17. Transportation/Traffic            

18. Utilities/Services            

19. Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Department.) 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or 
agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been 
addressed by mitigation  measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

             
Signature       Date 
 

                          
Signature       Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources the Lead Department cites in the parentheses following each 
question.  A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show 
that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a 
fault rupture zone).  A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific 
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, 
based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

3) Once the Lead Department has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with 
mitigation, or less than significant.  "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial 
evidence that an effect may be significant.  If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" 
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration:  Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to a 
"Less Than Significant Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.  (Mitigation measures from Section 
XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced.) 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA processes, 
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  (State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15063(c)(3)(D).)  In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of, and adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

7) The explanation of each issue should identify:  the significance threshold, if any, used to evaluate each 
question, and; mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.  
Sources of thresholds include the County General Plan, other County planning documents, and County 
ordinances.  Some thresholds are unique to geographical locations. 

8) Climate Change Impacts: When determining whether a project’s impacts are significant, the analysis 
should consider, when relevant,  the effects of future climate change on : 1) worsening  hazardous 
conditions that  pose risks to the project’s inhabitants and structures (e.g., floods and wildfires), and 2) 
worsening the project’s impacts on the environment (e.g., impacts on special status species and public 
health).  
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 1.  AESTHETICS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project:      

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, 
including County-designated scenic resources areas 
(scenic highways as shown on the Scenic Highway 
Element, scenic corridors, scenic hillsides, and scenic 
ridgelines)? 
 

    

b)  Be visible from or obstruct views from a regional 
riding or hiking trail? 

    

 
c)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, historic 
buildings, or undeveloped or undisturbed areas? 

    

 
d)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings because of 
height, bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other 
features? 

    

 
e)  Create a new source of substantial shadows, light, 
or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.   Scenic views of the Angeles Forest are visible from the community 
of Agua Dulce.  The proposed CSD zoning ordinance would not create substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista 
because the CSD does not propose any physical development, but rather provides for a more comprehensive and 
specific standards to guide future development in the community.  These proposed standards would limit the 
allowable height of structures, cargo shipping containers, and signage as well as require street and other outdoor 
lighting to be in conformance with Part 9 of Chapter 22.44 of the Code which promotes dark skies, and regulate 
development within designated distances of ridgelines and hillside management areas.  Therefore, because the CSD 
will not increase the amount of development in Agua Dulce, but rather guide future development in a manner that 
preserves the secluded rural nature of the community, the CSD will have a less than significant impact on a scenic 
vista, including County-designated scenic resource areas (scenic highways as shown on the Scenic Highway Element, 
scenic corridors, scenic hillsides, and scenic ridgelines).  Furthermore, any future development that may be visible or 
obstruct views from a regional riding or hiking trail would not be significantly more impactful due to the requirements 
of the CSD.  Additionally, the CSD requires that land division projects creating more than four lots or parcels of land 
contain public dedicated trail easements designed to connect to existing or planned trails and to provide connectivity 
to recreational uses.  Because the proposed standards are designed to protect the equestrian, agricultural, historical, 
cultural, archaeological, and geological characteristics of the community by preserving sensitive natural features, the 
CSD will not substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, historic 
buildings, or undeveloped or undisturbed areas. 
 
Because the CSD is not projected to significantly increase the level of future development, the CSD will have a less 
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than significant impact on the aesthetics of these areas of Agua Dulce.  Furthermore, the CSD is intended to maintain 
a dispersed, low density development pattern to preserve the secluded rural nature of the community, which includes 
the protection of the equestrian, agricultural, and geological characteristics of the community.  As such, the CSD 
contains provisions to more comprehensively regulate future development.  For the aforementioned reasons, the 
CSD will not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings because of 
height, bulk, pattern, scale, character, or other features and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Although the CSD does not completely prohibit the installation of new streetlights, require street and other outdoor 
lighting to be in conformance with Part 9 of Chapter 22.44 of the Code which promotes dark skies for the enjoyment 
and health of humans and wildlife.  For the aforementioned reasons, the CSD will have a less than significant impact 
on the creation of a new source of substantial shadows, light, or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area.  
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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2. AGRICULTURE / FOREST 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Would the project:     

a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

 
b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
with a designated Agricultural Opportunity Area, or 
with a Williamson Act contract? 

    

 
c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code § 
12220 (g)) or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined in Public Resources Code § 
4526)? 

    

 
d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

    

 
e)  Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.   Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on agriculture or forests in Agua Dulce. 
 
A small area of Farmland of Statewide Importance is located in the northern portion of Agua Dulce (California 
Department of Conservation 2006 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Map).  However, because the CSD 
will not directly or indirectly expand or increase what is built in Agua Dulce, impacts to agricultural resources in 
relation to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland)  
to non-agricultural use would be less than significant.  Moreover, because the CSD does not contain any provisions 
for rezoning and the County of Los Angeles does not participate in the Williamson Act program, the CSD will not 
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, with a designated Agricultural Opportunity Area, or with a 
Williamson Act Contract.  For the aforementioned reasons, the CSD also will not conflict with existing zoning for, or 
cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code § 12220(g)) or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined in Public Resources Code § 4526). 
 
Portions of Agua Dulce are located within the Angeles National Forest.  As such, future development pursuant to the 
CSD could result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  However, because the CSD will not 
directly or indirectly expand or increase what is built in Agua Dulce , but rather provides more comprehensive and 
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specific standards to guide future development in the community, it will not have a significant negative impact 
resulting in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.  Similarly, based on the previous 
discussion, the CSD will not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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3. AIR QUALITY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
applicable air quality plans of the South Coast AQMD 
(SCAQMD) or the Antelope Valley AQMD? 

    

 
b)  Violate any applicable federal or state air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation (i.e. exceed the State’s 
criteria for regional significance which is generally (a) 
500 dwelling units for residential uses or (b) 40 gross 
acres, 650,000 square feet of floor area or 1,000 
employees for nonresidential uses)? 

    

 
c)  Exceed a South Coast AQMD or Antelope Valley 
AQMD CEQA significance threshold? 

    

 
d)  Otherwise result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal 
or state ambient air quality standard? 

    

 
e)  Expose sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, 
parks) to substantial pollutant concentrations due to 
location near a freeway or heavy industrial use? 

    

 
f)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  The proposed CSD zoning ordinance would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans of the SCAQMD because the CSD does not propose any 
physical development, but rather provides more comprehensive and specific standards to guide future development in 
the community.  Because the provisions of the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly  expand what is built in Agua 
Dulce, impact on air quality would be less than significant.  Furthermore, the purpose of the CSD is to promote and 
maintain dispersed, low density development which does not conflict or obstruct the implementation of applicable air 
quality plan of the SCAQMD.  Moreover, for the aforementioned reasons, no provisions of the CSD would violate 
any applicable federal or state air quality standard or contribute substantially to any existing air quality violation. 
 
Though the provisions of the CSD would not directly result in any physical changes in the environment, including the 
construction of any new freeways or heavy industrial structures, it is possible that new construction will occur.  All 
new construction will be required to comply with applicable air quality standards and, as such, exposure of sensitive 
receptors (e.g. schools, hospitals, parks) to substantial pollutant concentrations due to location near a freeway or 
heavy industrial use will be less than significant.    
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The CSD is intended, in part, to protect the equestrian and agricultural characteristics of the Agua Dulce Community.   
Moreover, the CSD increases the allowable number of dogs per acre of land; stating that for a lot or parcel of land 
one net acre or greater in size, a maximum of five dogs shall be allowed.  Agriculture, equestrian activities, and an 
increase in the canine population can be associated with objectionable odors, including fertilizer and animal waste.  
However, the provisions of the CSD would not directly result in an increase in agricultural or equestrian activities.  
Moreover, due to the fact that an increase in the allowable number of dogs is in direct proportion to an increase in 
land acreage, it is unlikely that an increase in dog ownership on a specific parcel would adversely affect odors on 
adjoining parcels.  Therefore, the CSD would result in a less than significant impact in relation to objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game (DFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS)? 
 

    

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive 
natural communities (e.g., riparian habitat, coastal 
sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional 
wetlands) identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
and regulations DFG or USFWS?  These communities 
include Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) identified 
in the General Plan, SEA Buffer Areas, and Sensitive 
Environmental Resource Areas (SERAs) identified in 
the Coastal Zone Plan. 

    

 
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands (including marshes, vernal pools, 
and coastal wetlands) or waters of the United States, 
as defined by § 404 of the Clean Water Act through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

    

 
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

    

 
e)  Convert oak woodlands (as defined by the state, 
oak woodlands are oak stands with greater than 10% 
canopy cover with oaks at least  5” inch in diameter 
measured at 4.5 feet above mean natural grade) or 
otherwise contain oak or other unique native trees 
(junipers, Joshuas, etc.)? 

    

 
f)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, including Wildflower 
Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.36) 
and the Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance 
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(L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.56, Part 16)?  
 
g)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted state, 
regional, or local habitat conservation plan? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on biological resources.  
 
While the CSD proposes amendments to the Code and does not create any new physical changes in the environment, 
there are provisions that could indirectly create physical changes such as project requirements for roads, trails, and 
subdivision of lots and parcels.  While the CSD may indirectly affect biological resources through these requirements 
in future development, all future development will be required to comply with all applicable habitat conservation 
plans.  As such, it will not conflict with existing provisions that allow for modifications from these improvements 
where necessary to protect those resources as well as any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
nor does the CSD conflict with the provisions of an adopted state, regional, or local habitat conservation plan.  All 
Federal, State, and County requirements protecting biological resources would remain in place and could not be 
altered or circumvented by the CSD.  Therefore, the CSD would not have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS).  Similarly, the CSD would not have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive natural 
communities (e.g. riparian habitat, coastal sage scrub, oak woodlands, non-jurisdictional wetlands) identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, and regulations, CDFG, or USFWS including Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) 
identified in the General Plan, SEA Buffer Areas, and sensitive Environmental Resource Areas (SERAs) identified in 
the Coastal Zone Plan.  Moreover, based on the aforementioned reasons, the CSD would not have a substantial 
adverse effect on federally protected wetlands (including marshes, vernal pools, and coastal wetlands) or waters of the 
United States, as defined by § 404 of the Clean Water Act through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means.  Finally, the CSD is not in conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
including Wildflower Reserve Areas (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.36) and the Los Angeles County Oak Tree 
Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, Ch. 22.56, Part 16). 
 
The provisions of the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is built in Agua Dulce nor will they 
increase the level of future development or institute any rezoning.  Moreover, the CSD promotes low density 
development patterns, minimal pavement of natural surfaces, minimal street lighting, and minimum distances for 
construction near significant ridgelines and hillside areas.  The larger areas between development, the preservation of 
natural surfaces, the regulation of artificial street lighting, and the preservation of significant ridgelines and hillside 
may actually aid in the preservation of wildlife corridors and nursery sites.  As such, the CSD will not interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 
 
The Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance recognizes oak trees as a significant historical, aesthetic, and ecological 
resource.  As part of new development, oak trees are intended to be preserved and maintained under the existing 
Code.  Implementation of the CSD would not conflict with the provisions of the Oak Tree Ordinance as new 
development would be required to comply with the Oak Tree Ordinance.  Therefore, impacts to oak trees and oak 
woodlands would be less than significant. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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5.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5? 

    

 
b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5? 

    

 
c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site of unique geologic 
feature, or contain rock formations indicating 
potential paleontological resources? 

    

 
d)  Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  The proposed standards are designed to protect the equestrian, 
agricultural, historical, cultural, archaeological, and geological characteristics of the community and, as such, 
compliance with all applicable laws in the treatment of these resources would still be required and thus, impacts to 
cultural resources will be less than significant. 
 
The Los Angeles County General Plan, which governs development in Agua Dulce, contains policies that provide for 
the protection of cultural heritage resources, including historical, archaeological, paleontological and geological sites, 
and significant architectural structures as well as encourage public use of cultural heritage sites, promote public 
awareness of cultural resources, and encourage private owners to protect cultural heritage resources in Los Angeles 
County.  As such, in addition to the proposed standards in the CSD that aim to protect cultural resources in the area, 
all new development will be subject to these existing policies. 
 
Based on the previous discussion, the CSD will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15054.5 nor will it directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site of unique geologic feature, or contain rock formations indicating potential 
paleontological resources.  Because the CSD is intended to protect cultural resources, and because all new 
development will be required to comply will all applicable policies regarding cultural resources, disruption of human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, will be less than significant. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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6. ENERGY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Comply with Los Angeles County Green Building 
Standards?(L.A. County Code Title 22, Ch. 22.52, Part 
20 and Title 21, § 21.24.440.) 

    

 
b)  Involve the inefficient use of energy resources (see 
Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines)? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the provisions of the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly 
significantly expand what is built in Agua Dulce, nor will the CSD significantly increase the level of future 
development, the CSD will not involve the inefficient use of energy resources. 
 
Any and all future development will still be required to comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations 
that are designed to conserve energy, including the Los Angeles County Green Building Standards (L.A. County Code 
Title 22, Ch. 22.52, part 20 and Title 21, § 21.24.440).  Moreover, all future development pursuant to the CSD will be 
required to comply with the CEQA environmental review process, including the provisions for energy conservation 
contained in Appendix F, such as incorporating a “…discussion of the potential energy impacts of proposed projects, 
with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy…” 
into all Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs).  Based on the aforementioned reasons, the CSD would result in less 
than significant impact related to energy. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Be located in an active or potentially active fault 
zone, Seismic Hazards Zone, or Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone, and expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
 

    

 i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault.  
 

    

 ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?      
 
 iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
 liquefaction?  

    

 
 iv)  Landslides?      
 
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil?  

    

 
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse?  

    

 
d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    

 
e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water? 

    

 
f)  Conflict with the Hillside Management Area 
Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 22, § 22.56.215) or 
hillside design standards in the County General Plan 
Conservation and Open Space Element?  
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on geology and soils in the area. 
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The State of California is susceptible to potential seismic hazards due to the existence of numerous faults throughout 
the state.  This presents overall risks for damages to new and existing buildings and infrastructure.  The Soledad Fault, 
Mint Canyon Fault, and Tick Canyon Fault are located within the community of Agua Dulce (State of California 
Seismic Hazards Zone Map – Newhall Quad, Los Angeles County Safety Element – Fault Rupture Hazards and 
Seismicity Map).  [Though the CSD does not create any physical changes to the environment, it indirectly affects 
future physical projects through development standards for new development.  The structures most susceptible to 
seismic hazards are unreinforced masonry buildings and/or buildings constructed prior to the adoption of building 
codes.  Any construction of new buildings in Agua Dulce that would be required to comply with the CSD would also 
be required to comply with the California Building Code; therefore the CSD would not directly or indirectly expose 
people or structures to any increased seismic risk.   
 
Because all future improvement and new development projects must also comply with all relevant engineering and 
seismic standards, the CSD will neither directly or indirectly create any significant impacted related to geologic 
hazards.  The CSD does not mandate new construction, but rather provides a comprehensive framework for 
development.  As such, the CSD will not directly or indirectly expand what is built in Agua Dulce nor will is increase 
the level of future development beyond what would take place without the CSD.  Although the CSD itself may not 
cause or mandate any projects to be located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone, or 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, future projects may nonetheless still be located in these areas.  However, all 
future projects would still be required to comply with all applicable regulations including building codes, the 
preparation of any necessary geotechnical reports, and the procurement of any necessary permits to ensure integrity of 
the structures that would minimize the exposure of people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground 
shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or landslides. 
 
Furthermore, the CSD will not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of top soil.  All new development would be 
subject to applicable regulations concerning soil and erosion control.  As such, the impacts of any new projects being 
located on a geological unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse would be less than 
significant.  Additionally, the impacts of new projects being located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of 
the uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property would also be less than significant. 
 
All new development pursuant to the CSD must comply with any applicable regulations including those governing the 
installation of septic tanks and alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of waste water.  Moreover, the CSD is not in conflict with the Hillside Management Area Ordinance (L.A. County 
Code, Title 22, § 22.56.215) or hillside design standards in the County General Plan Conservation and Open Space 
Element because any new development will be subject to both the Hillside Management Area Ordinance and the 
General Plan in addition to any new standards created in the CSD. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Generate greenhouse gas (GhGs) emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment (i.e., on global climate 
change)? Normally, the significance of the impacts of 
a project’s GhG emissions should be evaluated as a 
cumulative impact rather than a project-specific 
impact. 

    

 
b)  Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases including regulations 
implementing AB 32 of 2006, General Plan policies 
and implementing actions for GhG emission 
reduction, and the Los Angeles Regional Climate 
Action Plan? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly significantly 
expand what is built in Agua Dulce nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not increase 
GhG emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment.  Moreover, the CSD does not conflict with 
any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases 
including regulations implementing AB 32 of 2006, General Plan policies and implementing actions for GhG 
emission reduction, and the Los Angeles Regional Climate Action Plan. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:  
 

    

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, storage, 
production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or 
use of pressurized tanks on-site?  
 

    

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials or waste into the environment?  
 

    

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 
within 500 feet of sensitive land uses (e.g., homes, 
schools, hospitals)? 
 

    

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it 
create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  
 

    

e)  For a project located within an airport land use 
plan, or where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area?  
 

    

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?  
 

    

g)  Impair implementation of, or physically interfere 
with, an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan?  
 

    

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving fires, because the 
project is located: 

    

 

 i)  in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
 (Zone 4)? 
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 ii)  in a high fire hazard area with inadequate 
 access? 

    

 
 iii)  in an area with inadequate water and 
 pressure to meet fire flow hazards? 

    

 
 iv)  in proximity to land uses that have the 
 potential for dangerous fire hazard (such as 
 refineries, flammables, and explosives 
 manufacturing)? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not significantly increase 
hazards or hazardous materials in Agua Dulce. 
 
Because the CSD does not mandate development, and as such will neither directly nor indirectly  expand what is built 
in Agua Dulce or increase the level of future development, the CSD will not create a significant hazard to the public 
or the environment through the routine transport, storage, production, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or use 
of pressurized tanks on-site.  Moreover, all future development will be required to comply with all applicable laws and 
regulations pertaining to the transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste and, as such, the CSD will not create 
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials or waste into the environment nor will it emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 500 feet of sensitive land uses (e.g. 
homes, schools, hospitals).  Because there are no hazardous materials sites located in the community of Agua Dulce, 
as referenced in the Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor database, the CSD will also not be located 
on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 
and, as a result, it would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.  All future development 
pursuant to the CSD will be required to adhere to applicable policies and regulations concerning safety in the vicinity 
of an airport and/or airstrip.  As such, for a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, the CSD would have a less than 
significant impact on the safety of people residing or working in the project area.  Moreover, based on the 
aforementioned reasons, for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the CSD would have a less than 
significant impact on the safety of people residing or working in the project area.  Because the CSD does not mandate 
or propose any new development and all future development would have to meet all current requirements in addition 
to those proposed by the CSD, the CSD would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere with, an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Although the community of Agua Dulce is located 
in a Very High Fire Severity Zone (Zone 4), the CSD itself would not increase the level of development in the area 
beyond what would have occurred in the absence of the CSD (Los Angeles County Safety Element – Wildland and 
Urban Fire Hazards Map).  Therefore, the CSD does not increase the exposure of people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving fires, because the project is located: in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones 
(Zone 4), in a high fire hazard area with inadequate access, in an area with inadequate water and pressure to meet fire 
flow hazards, or in proximity to land uses that have the potential for dangerous fire hazard (such as refineries, 
flammables, and explosives manufacturing).  Future development would still be required to comply with all applicable 
fire standards including access and fire flow requirements, and impacts would be less than significant. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

 
b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)?  

    

 
c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

    

 
d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

 
e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems? 

    

 
f)  Generate construction or post-construction runoff 
that would violate applicable stormwater NPDES 
permits or otherwise significantly affect surface water 
or groundwater quality? 

    

 
g)  Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact 
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12, 
Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52)?  

    

 
h)  Result in point or nonpoint source pollutant 
discharges into State Water Resources Control Board-
designated Areas of Special Biological Significance? 

                        

 
i)  Use septic tanks or other private sewage disposal 
system in areas with known septic tank limitations or 
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in close proximity to a drainage course? 
 
j)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  
 

    

k)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map, or within a floodway or 
floodplain? 

    

 
l)  Place structures, which would impede or redirect 
flood flows, within a 100-year flood hazard area, 
floodway, or floodplain? 

    

 
m)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

    

 
n)  Place structures in areas subject to inundation by 
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.    Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on hydrology or on water quality. 
 
As the CSD establishes new or updated development standards in the Code, there are no physical changes that would 
directly result from the project.  However, future development subject to the CSD may occur that could drain into 
existing bodies of water and/or waterways.  However, any future development would be subject to all existing water 
quality standards and waste discharge requirements, therefore the CSD would not violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements.  Because the CSD does not increase the level of development in the area beyond 
what would have occurred in the absence of the CSD, there would not be a substantial increase in paved or other 
impervious surfaces that could impact drainage, runoff and/or groundwater.  As such, the CSD will not substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted).  Because all future development will be required to comply with all applicable policies and regulations 
pertaining to hydrology and water quality, the CSD would also not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 
 
Because any future development would have to obtain all necessary permits before initiating construction, it would 
not specifically allow any future development to create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, or allow the generation of construction or post-construction runoff 
that would violate any applicable stormwater NPDES permits or otherwise significantly affect surface water or 
groundwater quality. The CSD also would not conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development 
Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52) because all future development would be 
required to comply with this ordinance.  Similarly, the CSD would not allow development that would result in point 
or nonpoint source pollution discharges into State Water Resources Control Board-designated areas of Special 
Biological Significance.  Moreover, all future development will be required to comply with acceptable usages of septic 
tanks or other private sewage disposal system in areas with known septic tank limitations or in close proximity to a 
drainage course, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.  Although there are 100-year flood areas located in 
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the community of Agua Dulce, the CSD does not propose any new development and all future development will be 
required to comply will all applicable flood zone restrictions (Los Angeles County Safety Element – Flood Inundation 
Hazards Map).  As such, the CSD would have less than significant impacts concerning the location of housing within 
a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map, or within 
a floodway or floodplain nor would it place structures, which would impede or redirect flood flows, within a 100-year 
flood hazard area, floodway, or floodplain.  In addition, all future development will be required to comply with 
applicable regulations concerning proper location and structural design to withstand flooding and other water-related 
disasters.  As such, the CSD would have a less than significant impact concerning exposure of people or structures to 
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam.  Also based on the aforementioned reasons, the CSD would have a less than significant impact in terms of the 
location of structures in areas subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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11.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Physically divide an established community? 
 

    

b)  Be inconsistent with the plan designations of the 
subject property?  Applicable plans include:  the 
County General Plan, County specific plans, County 
local coastal plans, County area plans, County 
community/neighborhood plans, or Community 
Standards Districts. 

    

 
c)  Be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the 
subject property? 

    

 
d)  Conflict with Hillside Management Criteria, SEA 
Conformance Criteria, or other applicable land use 
criteria? 

    

 
The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on land use and/or planning. 
 
No established community is proposed to be physically divided by the CSD.  Moreover, one of the goals of the CSD 
is to promote dispersed, low density development in order to maintain the rural nature of the area.  Furthermore, the 
CSD does not mandate any new development or alterations to the physical environment and all new development 
must comply with applicable policies and regulations concerning subdivisions.  As such, the CSD will have less than 
significant impacts in terms of physically dividing an established community, being inconsistent with the zoning 
designation of the subject property, conflicting with Hillside Management Criteria, SEA Conformance Criteria, or 
other applicable land use criteria. 
 
The proposed CSD will replace the existing CSD, which is consistent with all plans, policies, and regulations.  Because 
any development pursuant to the new CSD will also be subject to all current plans, specifically the Los Angeles 
County General Plan, policies, and regulations, the CSD will not be inconsistent with the plan designations of the 
subject property.  In fact, the CSD is consistent with many of the goals and policies of the Los Angeles County 
General Plan.  For example, some of the specific needs, goals, and policies of the County General Plan with which the 
CSD is consistent include the following: 
 

1. Prevent Urban Blight and Deterioration: 
Urban blight, already a serious problem, will become more of a threat in the future.  Older suburbs and inner 
cities can suffer accelerating deterioration as tract housing and related commercial centers built between 1945 
and 1965 age and become obsolete.  The loss of middle and upper income families to the newer suburbs, a 
relative decline in personal income, rising maintenance costs, and a reduction in relative market value further 
increase the potential for urban blight. (9) Preventing the spread of blight and restoring areas already affected 
cannot be accomplished unless urban sprawl is restrained and scarce investment funds are used to maintain 
and restore the vitality of existing urban areas. 
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The CSD is intended to maintain a dispersed, low density development pattern to preserve the secluded rural 
nature of the Agua Dulce community.  As such, the CSD aligns with the need to prevent urban blight and 
deterioration because it discourages sprawl and promotes low density development for future projects. 
 

2. Conserve Energy: 
Worldwide industrialization, population growth, and policies of energy producers and consumers are placing 
increased demands on a finite stock of fossil fuels.  Locally produced energy supplies are declining and the 
County, like the nation, is increasingly dependent on foreign sources.  Although alternative energy resources 
may eventually help resolve the imbalance between supply and demand, there is an immediate need for 
government at all levels to take strong conservation measures. 
 
The CSD contains provisions to limit the quantity and lumens of future street lights in the community of 
Agua Dulce by requiring compliance with Part 9 of Chapter 22.44 of the Code which promotes dark skies.  
As such, the CSD would aid in the conservation of energy. 
 

3. Preserve the Natural Environment: 
Los Angeles County has one of the most varied natural environments in the nation.  Natural amenities were a 
primary factor in bringing investments and people into the region.  But rapid, large scale urban development 
and the belief that natural resources are only useful for economic production have caused wide-spread 
damage to these assets.  Sacrificing our remaining environmental assets in order to stimulate economic 
growth would be a grave mistake.  Economic growth and environmental preservation are complementary, not 
competitive.  Social and economic well-being are linked to a restored and healthy environment. 
 
The CSD promotes low density development patterns, minimal street lighting, and minimum distances for 
construction near significant ridgelines and hillside areas.  The larger areas between development, the 
preservation of natural surfaces, the restrictions placed on future artificial street lighting, and the preservation 
of significant ridgelines and hillside may actually aid in the preservation of wildlife corridors and nursery sites.  
As such, the CSD will aid in the preservation of the natural environment. 
 

4. Conserve Resources and Protect the Environment: 
This goal is a recognition of man’s dependence on the physical environment for his prosperity and well-
being, and of his responsibility to be sensitive to the environmental consequences of his actions.  The 
fulfillment of this goal will involve preserving the natural environment; eliminating air, noise, and water 
pollution to protect health and safety; avoiding or mitigating the effects of natural hazards; and, conserving all 
resources, including natural habitats and wildlife, for the use and enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
See number 3.  Due to the aforementioned reasons, the CSD will aid in the conservation of resources and the 
protection of the environment. 
 
 

5. General Policy 10: 
Protect areas that have significant natural resources and scenic values, including significant ecological areas, 
the coastal zone, and prime agricultural lands. 
 
See number 3.  In addition, the CSD is intended to preserve the secluded, rural nature of the community. 
 
 

6. General Policy 12: 
Conserve energy to ensure adequate supplies for future use 
 
See number 2. 
 

7. General policy 14: 
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Restore and protect air quality through the control of industrial and vehicular emissions, improved land use 
management, energy conservation and transportation planning. 
 
See number 2.  In addition, the CSD promotes equestrianism, which could be used as an alternative form of 
transportation, and facilitates developments that would accommodate such transport.   
 

8. General Policy 23: 
Ensure that development in non-urban areas is compatible with rural life styles, does not necessitate the 
expansion of urban service systems, and does not cause significant negative environmental impacts or subject 
people and property to serious hazards. 
 
One of the stated purposes of the CSD is to maintain a dispersed, low density development pattern to 
preserve the secluded rural nature of the community.  As such, the CSD will ensure that development in non-
urban areas is compatible with rural life styles. 

 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 
 

    

 
b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan or other land use 
plan? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on mineral resources. 
 
There is a mineral resource zone located in the southwest corner of the CSD area (Mineral Resource Zones - Source: 
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. Current as of 1994. Claremont-Upland 
Production-Consumption region updated as of 2007.).  All future development will be required to comply with all 
applicable regulations and policies concerning mineral resources in the area.  In addition, because the CSD does not 
propose or mandate any new physical development, it will have a less than significant impact in terms of resulting in 
the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.  
Moreover, based on the aforementioned reasoning, the CSD would have a less than significant impact in terms of 
resulting in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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13. NOISE 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project result in: 
 

    

a)  Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise 
levels in excess of standards established in the County 
noise ordinance (Los Angeles County Code, Title 12, 
Chapter 12.08) or the General Plan Noise Element?  

    

 
b)  Exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, 
hospitals, senior citizen facilities) to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

 
c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project, including noise from parking 
areas? 

    

 
d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project, including noise from 
amplified sound systems? 

    

 
e)  For a project located within an airport land use 
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

    

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it significantly increase the level of future development, the CSD will not result in a 
significant increase in noise. 
 
The CSD allows for an increase in the number of dogs permitted from a total of three, which is the current allowable 
number, to a maximum of five on a parcel of land one net acre or greater in size.  It is possible that this increase could 
result in an increase in noise levels in Agua Dulce.  However, a net increase of two dogs on parcels of such 
considerable size for residences, combined with existing rural noises such as livestock and agricultural machinery, and 
taking into consideration that all residents must comply with applicable noise regulations, any potential increase in 
noise levels due to the CSD would be less than significant. 
 
The CSD also more specifically outlines provisions for home-based occupations; allowing a maximum of two 
equivalent persons, other than residents, to be employed or volunteer on site and permitting occupations such as 
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animal training and recording/motion picture/video recording.  It is possible that this increase in home-based 
occupations could cause a corresponding increase in noise levels in residential areas.  However, hours of operation are 
limited to 8:00 am to 6:00 pm so any increase in noise levels would be during regular business hours and thus unlikely 
to cause significant impact to residents.  In addition, all future development would still be required to comply with the 
County noise ordinance and therefore, impacts would be less than significant for noise. 
 
All construction activities associated with the implementation of the CSD would be subject to any local noise control 
ordinance as well as the County noise ordinance (Title 12 of the County Code).  Moreover, the purpose of the CSD is 
to preserve the secluded rural nature of the community of Agua Dulce.  As such, the CSD would a less than 
significant impact in terms of causing exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise in excess of standards 
established in the County noise ordinance (Los Angeles County Code, Title 12, Chapter 12.08) or the General Plan 
Noise Element.  Moreover, based on the aforementioned reasoning, the CSD would have less than significant impacts 
in terms of causing the exposure of sensitive receptors (e.g. schools, hospitals, senior citizen facilities) to excessive 
noise levels nor would it cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
existing levels without the project, including noise from parking areas or a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project, including noise from amplified 
sound systems.  Again, based on the fact that all future development will be required to comply with all applicable 
regulations concerning noise, the CSD will have less than significant impacts concerning the exposure of people 
residing or working in a project area to excessive noise levels for projects located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.  Lastly, based on 
the aforementioned reasoning, for a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, the CSD will have a less than 
significant impact in terms of the exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

 
b)  Cumulatively exceed official regional or local 
population projections? 

    

 
c)  Displace existing housing, especially affordable 
housing? 

    

 
d)  Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
 

    

 
The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a negative impact on 
population and/or housing. 
 
The CSD does not mandate development and, more specifically, it does not propose new housing, businesses, road 
extensions, or other infrastructure improvements that would induce substantial population growth in the area.  As 
such, it will not directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth in the area.  The CSD is intended to 
maintain a dispersed, low density development pattern through various provisions such as those requiring a minimum 
lot size of two acres and a minimum width and depth of 165 feet.  In addition, the CSD does not propose any housing 
directly and all future projects subject to the CSD would be required to comply with other County requirements 
regulating density.  Furthermore, the CSD does not include any rezoning or any plan amendment that would increase 
density.  As such, the CSD will have less than significant impacts in terms of cumulatively exceeding official regional 
or local population projections.  Furthermore, the CSD does not propose changes in land use or mandate the removal 
of existing houses such that would displace existing housing, affordable or otherwise. Second units and other 
affordable housing projects are currently subject to regulation under the Code and the CSD does not place additional 
constraints or restrictions on said housing.  Finally, the CSD does not propose to displace substantial numbers of 
people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a)  Would the project create capacity or service level 
problems, or result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 
 

    

Fire protection?     
 

 
Sheriff protection?     

 
 
Schools?     

 
 
Parks?     

 
 
Libraries?     

 
 
Other public facilities? 
 

    

 
The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on public services. 
 
The CSD proposes no new development and no direct increase in public service.  All future development pursuant to 
the CSD will be required to comply with all applicable policies and regulations pertaining to provision of public 
services.  As such, the CSD would have less than significant impacts concerning capacity or service level problems, 
and concerning substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives 
for any of the public services (including fire protection, sheriff protection, schools, parks, libraries, and other public 
facilities). 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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16. RECREATION 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a)  Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

 
b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment? 

    

 
c)  Is the project consistent with the Department of 
Parks and Recreation Strategic Asset Management 
Plan for 2020 (SAMP) and the County General Plan 
standards for the provision of parkland?   

    

 
d)  Would the project interfere with regional open 
space connectivity? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on recreation. 
 
Though the CSD proposes no new development, it does require all land division projects creating more than four lots 
or parcels of land to contain dedicated trail easements in accordance with the adopted Trails Plan of the Santa Clarita 
Valley Area Plan.  These public dedicated trail easements would be designed to connect to an existing or planned trail 
alignment(s) and to provide connectivity to recreational uses such as open space areas and parks.  While these 
provisions in the CSD could increase trail access and possibly use of parks, these provisions are also required under 
the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and would be enacted even in the absence of this CSD.  As such, the CSD would 
not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.  Moreover, this project does not include 
recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment.  All future development pursuant to the CSD would be required to comply with 
all applicable policies and regulations pertaining to the natural environment and regional open space connectivity.  As 
such, the CSD would have a less than significant impact in terms of a parkland provision interfering with regional 
open space connectivity. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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17. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or 
policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system,  taking into 
account all modes of transportation, including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel, and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? Measures of performance effectiveness include 
those found in the most up-to-date Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Regional Transportation Plan, County Congestion 
Management Plan, and County General Plan Mobility 
Element. 

    

 
b)  Exceed the County Congestion Management Plan 
(CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis thresholds? 

    

 
c)  Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to, 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, 
or other standards established by the CMP, for 
designated roads or highways (50 peak hour vehicles 
added by project traffic to a CMP highway system 
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project 
traffic to a mainline freeway link)? 

    

 
d)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

    

 
e)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

 
f)  Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 
g)  Conflict with the Bikeway Plan, Pedestrian Plan, 
Transit Oriented District development standards in 
the County General Plan Mobility Element, or other 
adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
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racks)? 
 
h) Decrease the performance or safety of alternative 
transportation facilities? 

    

 
The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on transportation and/or traffic. 
 
The CSD does not mandate or propose new development, and any future development must comply with all current 
policies and regulations relating to traffic and all modes of transportation.  Furthermore, the CSD promotes 
equestrianism, which could be utilized as an alternative form of transportation, and facilitates developments, such as 
mandatory hitching posts at trail heads and public right of ways, that would accommodate such transport.  As such, 
the CSD would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a measure of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and 
non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, 
streets, highways, and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit.  All future development pursuant to 
the CSD will be required to comply with the County Congestion Management Plan (CMP) and, as such, the CSD will 
have less than significant impacts related to exceeding the (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis thresholds.  Based 
on the aforementioned reasoning, and because all future development will also be subject to applicable traffic 
standards, the CSD will have less than significant impacts concerning any conflicts with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the CMP, for designated roads or highways 
(50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by 
project traffic to a mainline freeway link.  Based on the aforementioned reasons, the CSD will have a less than 
significant impact in terms of an alteration in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in field traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety risks.  All future development will still be required to comply with 
applicable regulations concerning safe design features and, as such, the CSD will have a less than significant impact in 
terms of a substantial increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment), nor will it result in inadequate emergency access.  Because all new 
development must comply with all applicable policies and regulations contained in other transportation plans, the 
CSD will not conflict with the Bikeway Plan, Pedestrian Plan, Transit Oriented District development standards in the 
County General Plan Mobility Element, or other adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks).  Lastly, because all development pursuant to the CSD must comply 
with all transportation safety elements, the CSD will have less than significant impacts in terms of decreasing the 
performance or safety of alternative transportation facilities. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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18. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
 

    

a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
Los Angeles or Lahontan Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards? 

    

 
b)  Create water or wastewater system capacity 
problems, or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

 
c)  Create drainage system capacity problems, or 
result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

 
d)  Have sufficient reliable water supplies available to 
serve the project demands from existing entitlements 
and resources, considering existing and projected 
water demands from other land uses? 

    

 
e)  Conflict with the Los Angeles County Low Impact 
Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12, 
Ch. 12.84 and Title 22, Ch. 22.52) or Drought Tolerant 
Landscaping Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 21, § 
21.24.430 and Title 22, Ch. 21, Part 21)? 

    

 
f)  Create energy utility (electricity, natural gas, 
propane) system capacity problems, or result in the 
construction of new energy facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

 
g)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

 
h)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
 

    

The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  Because the CSD will neither directly nor indirectly expand what is 
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built in Agua Dulce, nor will it increase the level of future development, the CSD will not have a significant negative 
impact on utilities or service systems. 
 
The CSD does not mandate or propose new development, and any future development must still comply with all 
applicable policies, standards, and regulations relating to public infrastructure and the provision of utilities and 
services.  As such, the CSD will not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Los Angeles or Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards, create water or wastewater system capacity problems, or result in the 
construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects.  Moreover, because the CSD does not propose any new 
development and all future development must comply with applicable regulations and policies pertaining to drainage, 
it will have a less than significant impact in terms of the creation of drainage system capacity problems, or result in the 
construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects.  Moreover, all future development pursuant to the CSD must comply will 
applicable water availability standards and, as such, the CSD will have a less than significant impact in terms of 
ensuring that sufficient reliable water supplies are available to serve project demands from existing entitlements and 
resources, considering existing and projected water demands from other land uses will be established through future 
projects. 
 
Because any future development must comply with all applicable policies and regulations, the CSD will not conflict 
with the Los Angeles County Low Impact Development Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 12, Ch. 12.84 and Title 
22, Ch. 22.52) or Drought Tolerant Landscaping Ordinance (L.A. County Code, Title 21, §21.24.430 and Title 22, Ch. 
21, Part 21).  Furthermore, because the CSD does not mandate or propose any new development and all future 
development would be required to meet energy capacity requirements and comply with applicable policies and 
regulations pertaining to all utilities and service systems, it will have less than significant impacts in terms of the 
creation of energy utility (electricity, natural gas, propane) system capacity problems, or result in the construction of 
new energy facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects, nor will it need to be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs.  Finally, again because any future development must comply with all applicable 
policies and regulations, the CSD will comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid 
waste. 
 
All CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to the environment.  Any 
appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA 
analysis for these discretionary projects. 
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

 
b)  Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

    

 
c)  Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

 
The CSD proposes amendments to Title 22 – Planning and Zoning – of the Los Angeles County Code to update and 
clarify existing development standards as well as add new and more comprehensive development standards for future 
development in the community of Agua Dulce.  As analyzed in this document, the CSD is not projected to 
significantly increase the level of future development and is intended to maintain a dispersed, low density 
development pattern in order to preserve the secluded rural nature of the community.  Moreover, the CSD contains 
provisions to control and limit development in hillside areas and significant ridgelines, and as such, the CSD will have 
a less than significant impact on aesthetics in Agua Dulce.  Moreover, because the CSD will not directly or indirectly 
expand or increase what is built in Agua Dulce or contain any provisions for rezoning, and because the County does 
not participate in the Williamson Act program, impacts to agricultural and forest resources would be less than 
significant.  All new construction will be required to comply with applicable air quality standards and thus, the CSD 
would have a less than significant impact on air quality.  While the CSD may indirectly affect biological resources 
through requirements in future development, all future development will be required to comply with all applicable 
habitat conservation plans and all applicable federal, state, and local regulations concerning habitat and biological 
preservation.  As such, the CSD will have a less than significant impact on biological resources.  The Los Angeles 
County General Plan, which governs development in Agua Dulce, contains policies that provide for the protection of 
cultural heritage resources, including historical, archaeological, paleontological and geological sites, and significant 
architectural structures as well as encourage public use of cultural heritage sites, promote public awareness of cultural 
resources, and encourage private owners to protect cultural heritage resources in Los Angeles County.  Therefore, the 
CSD will have less than significant impacts on cultural resources in Agua Dulce.  As stated in this document, all future 
development will be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations that are designed 
to conserve energy, including the Los Angeles County Green Building Standards (L.A. County Code Title 22, Ch. 
22.52, part 20 and Title 21, § 21.24.440) as well as the CEQA environmental review process, including the provisions 
for energy conservation contained in Appendix F.  As such, the CSD would result in less than significant impact 
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related to energy.  In addition, as analyzed in this document, any construction of new buildings in Agua Dulce that 
would be required to comply with the CSD would also be required to comply with the California Building Code, all 
relevant engineering and seismic standards, the preparation of any necessary geotechnical reports, the procurement of 
any necessary permits to ensure integrity of the structures, and all applicable regulations concerning soil and erosion 
control and the installation of septic tanks and alternative waste water disposal systems.  Therefore, the CSD would 
have a less than significant impact on geology and soils.  Moreover, the CSD does not conflict with any applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases including 
regulations implementing AB 32 of 2006, General Plan policies and implementing actions for GhG emission 
reduction, and the Los Angeles Regional Climate Action Plan and all future development would be required to 
comply with the applicable policies contained in such plans.  Therefore, the CSD will have a less than significant 
impact on greenhouse gas emissions.  As discussed in the document, there are no hazardous materials sites located in 
the community of Agua Dulce and all future development in the area will be required to comply with applicable laws 
and regulations pertaining to the transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste.  Furthermore, all future 
development would be required to adhere to safety regulations when located within the vicinity of an airport or 
airstrip.  Therefore, the CSD will have a less than significant impact on hazards and hazardous materials.  As 
previously stated, all future development would be subject to applicable water quality and hydrology standards and 
waste discharge requirements, would be required to obtain all necessary permits before initiating construction, would 
be required to comply with acceptable usages of septic tanks or other private sewage disposal system, and must adhere 
to applicable regulations concerning proper location and structural design to withstand flooding and other water-
related disasters.  As such, the CSD would have a less than significant impact on hydrology and water quality.  No 
established community is proposed to be physically divided by the CSD and all future development pursuant to the 
CSD must comply with applicable policies and regulations concerning subdivisions as well as all current plans, such as 
the Los Angeles County General Plan.  Moreover, as previously stated, one of the goals of the CSD is to promote 
dispersed, low density development in order to maintain the rural nature of the area.  Thus, the CSD will have a less 
than significant impact on land use and planning.  There is a mineral resource zone located in the southwest corner of 
the CSD area (Mineral Resource Zones - Source: California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and 
Geology. Current as of 1994. Claremont-Upland Production-Consumption region updated as of 2007.).  Because all 
future development will be required to comply with all applicable regulations and policies concerning mineral 
resources in the area and because the CSD does not propose or mandate any new physical development, it will have a 
less than significant impact in terms of resulting in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the residents of the state and in terms of resulting in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  As 
analyzed in the document, all future development and activities will be required to comply with applicable noise 
regulations and, accordingly, the CSD will have a less than significant impact on noise in Agua Dulce.  The CSD does 
not propose any housing directly nor does it mandate the removal of existing houses and all future projects subject to 
the CSD would be required to comply with other County requirements regulating density.  Furthermore, the CSD 
does not include any rezoning, changes in land use, or any plan amendment that would increase density.  As such, the 
CSD will have a less than significant impact on population and housing.  As discussed previously, all future 
development pursuant to the CSD will be required to comply with all applicable policies and regulations pertaining to 
provision of public services and as such, the CSD would have a less than significant impact on public services.  
Though the CSD proposes no new development, it does require all land division projects creating more than four lots 
or parcels of land to contain dedicated trail easements in accordance with the adopted Trails Plan of the Santa Clarita 
Valley Area Plan.  While these provisions in the CSD could increase trail access and possibly use of parks, these 
provisions are also required under the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan and would be enacted even in the absence of this 
CSD.  In addition, all future development pursuant to the CSD would be required to comply with all applicable 
policies and regulations pertaining to the natural environment and regional open space connectivity.  As such, the 
CSD will have a less than significant impact on recreation.  As discussed, all future development must comply with all 
applicable policies and regulations relating to traffic and all modes of transportation including the County Congestion 
Management Plan (CMP) as well as safety design features.  Therefore, the CSD will have a less than significant impact 
on transportation and traffic.  As previously analyzed, the CSD does not mandate or propose new development, and 
any future development must comply with all applicable policies and regulations relating to public infrastructure and 
the provision of utilities and services, drainage, water availability requirements, energy capacity requirements, and 
provisions for solid waste disposal.  As such, the CSD will have a less than significant impact on utilities and service 
systems.  Also, because all CSD-related projects subject to discretionary review would be analyzed for any impacts to 
the surrounding environment and any appropriate mitigation measures or project changes for such CSD-related 
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projects will be reviewed as part of CEQA analysis for these discretionary projects, the CSD does not have 
environmental effect which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  Lastly, 
based on the aforementioned reasoning, the CSD does not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable. 

 

 

 





 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
ON PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO TITLE 22 (ZONING ORDINANCE) 

OF THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY CODE 
 
AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT UPDATE:   
Proposed amendment to the Los Angeles County Code (Title 22 – Zoning Ordinance) to 
Update the Agua Dulce Community Standards District. 
 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Regional Planning Commission of the County of Los Angeles 
has recommended approval of an ordinance to update the Agua Dulce Community Standards District. 
 
NOTICE IS ALSO HEREBY GIVEN that a public hearing will be held before the Board of Supervisors, 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 at   
9:30 a.m. on ___________, 2012 pursuant to Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code and Title 7 of 
the Government Code of the State of California (Planning and Zoning Law) for the purpose of hearing 
testimony relative to the adoption of the above mentioned amendment. 
 
Written comments may be sent to the Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors in Room 383 at 
the above address.  If you do not understand this notice or need more information, please contact Ms. 
Brianna Menke at (213) 974-6476 between 8:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m. Monday through Thursday or e-
mail her at bmenke@planning.lacounty.gov. Project materials will also be available on the Department 
of Regional Planning website at: 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/view/agua_dulce_community_standards_district_revision. 
 
Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and County Guidelines, a Negative Declaration 
has been prepared that shows that the proposed ordinance will not have a significant effect on the 
environment.  
 
“ADA ACCOMMODATIONS:  If you require reasonable accommodations or auxiliary aid and services 
such as material in alternate format or a sign language interpreter, please contact the Americans with 
Disabilities Act Coordinator at (213) 974-6488 (Voice) or (213) 617-2292 (TDD), with at least three 
business days notice.” 
 
Si no entiende esta noticia o necesita más información, por favor llame este número (213) 974-4899. 
 
 
 
 
 
        __________________________________ 
        SACHI A. HAMAI 
        EXECUTIVE OFFICER-CLERK OF 
        BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 





COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING 

 

 

LIST OF PERSONS TO BE NOTIFIED 

The List of Persons to Be Notified has been submitted to the Executive Office of the 

Board of Supervisors 





Dogs: 
AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL RECOMMENDATIONS 

i. On a lot or parcel of land less than one net acre in size, the requirements of Sections 
22.20.050 (Residential Zones) or 22.24.050 (Agricultural Zones) shall apply; and  
ii. On a lot or parcel of land one net acre or greater in size, two additional dogs are 
allowed for each additional one net acre of land or fraction thereof, with a total 
maximum of seven dogs. 
 
Cargo Shipping Containers: 
For the purposes of this subsection, a “cargo shipping container” shall be defined as a 
reusable transport and storage container designed to be carried on semi-trailer trucks, 
container ships, and freight trains. Cargo shipping containers shall be permitted on a lot 
or parcel of land in accordance with the following standards:  
i. The maximum number of cargo shipping containers on a lot or parcel of land shall be 
determined as follows: 
 

Net Acreage of Lot  Maximum Number of Containers  

0 to 1.9  1  

2.0 to 2.9  2  

3.0 to 4.9  3  

5.0 to 9.9  4  

10 or greater  4, plus one additional container for 
each additional 5 net acres of land 
or fraction thereof  

 
ii. Cargo shipping containers shall not be placed in any required yard or in any area 
where the parking of vehicles is prohibited by Sections 22.20.025.A (Residential Zones) 
or 22.24.035.A (Agricultural Zones);  
iii. Cargo shipping containers shall be placed at least six feet from any structure or other 
cargo shipping container;  
iv. Cargo shipping containers shall not be stacked upon each other;  
v. Cargo shipping containers shall not exceed 10 feet in height, 10 feet in width, and 40 
feet in length; and  
vi. Cargo shipping containers shall be painted one uniform color and the sides of 
containers shall not display images or lettering, except for signs providing safety 
information related to the contents stored within, if required by the County Code or other 
applicable regulations. 
 
Commercial Vehicle Parking 
i. For the purposes of this subsection, the definition of “commercial vehicle” is the same 
as that provided in the California State Vehicle Code, except that a pick-up truck shall 
be considered a passenger vehicle and shall not be subject to the provisions of this 
subsection. The definition of “commercial vehicle” shall include a Truck Tractor-
Semitrailer or a Truck Tractor-Semitrailer-Trailer (Doubles), as illustrated in Appendix B 
following this section. 



ii. If a lot or parcel of land is at least five net acres in size, one commercial vehicle that is 
owned or operated by a resident of a dwelling unit on such lot or parcel of land may be 
parked on the lot or parcel of land, provided that a site plan review application has been 
approved by the department of regional planning. The site plan review application shall 
demonstrate compliance with the following standards:  

(a). If the lot or parcel of land adjoins a Highway or a local street that is 
maintained by the department of public works, such lot or parcel of land shall 
have a commercial driveway apron that has received a permit from the 
department of public works;  
(b). The commercial vehicle shall not be parked in any required yard or in any 
area where the parking of vehicles is prohibited by Sections 22.20.025.A 
(Residential Zones) or 22.24.035.A (Agricultural Zones);  
(c). The commercial vehicle shall be parked at least six feet from any structure or 
cargo shipping container; and  
(d). The commercial vehicle shall not be inoperative, as defined in Section 
22.08.220, and shall not be used as sleeping or living quarters.  

iii. This subsection shall not allow the repair of commercial vehicles, or the use of 
commercial vehicles for home-based businesses in excess of the allowance provided in 
Sections 22.20.020.A (Residential Zones) or 22.24.030 (Agricultural Zones). 
 
Drainage Standards: 
The following standards are intended to slow or reduce runoff and recharge local 
aquifers:  
a. Residential and Accessory Uses. 

i. On a lot or parcel of land less than one and one-quarter net acres in size, the 
maximum impervious finished surface areas for residential and associated 
accessory uses shall not exceed 11,000 square feet or 42 percent of the net 
area, whichever is less; and  
ii. On a lot or parcel of land one and one-quarter net acres or greater in size, the 
maximum impervious finished surface areas for residential and associated 
accessory uses shall not exceed 20 percent of the net area.  

b. Non-Residential Uses. On a lot or parcel of land, the maximum impervious finished 
surface areas for non-residential uses shall not exceed:  

i. 65 percent of the net area when occupied by open storage or licensed homes 
for the aged;  
ii. 75 percent of the net area when occupied by hospitals, cemeteries, 
mausoleums, or mortuaries;  
iii. 80 percent of the net area when occupied by churches or schools; and  
iv. 85 percent of the net area when occupied by stores, supermarkets, shopping 
centers, restaurants, service stations, motels, hotels, office buildings, 
professional buildings, banks, warehouses, manufacturing facilities, enclosed 
storage, lumber yards, or kennels.  

c. Swales may be given credit towards calculating the maximum impervious finished 
surface areas on a lot or parcel of land. 



d. Permeable portions of partially impervious surfaces, such as perforated concrete 
blocks that allow vegetation growth, may be given credit towards calculating the 
maximum impervious finished surface areas on a lot or parcel of land.  
e. All structures with rain gutters shall collect and direct all roof runoff towards 
permeable surfaces and catchment basins rather than towards impervious surfaces 
such as paved driveways. 
 





Results of the Agua Dulce CSD Revision Community Meeting Ballots. 

The Agua Dulce Community Meeting to discuss revisions to the Agua Dulce CSD was held on May 25th 

2011.  The Department of Regional Planning sent 1,909 notices to the addresses of all the property 

owners in the areas under discussion. Somewhere between 70 to 80 people attended the meeting, and 

67 completed ballots were handed in to staff at the end of the meeting.   

This document contains all the votes on each subject. Additionally all of the handwritten comments on 

every ballot were typed up and included with each ballot item in italics. Where staff has a note it is 

indicated in [bold brackets].  If a word was unclear it is indicated as [?]. 

A sample ballot is included at the end of this document for reference.  

 

Final Vote 

Vote 
Options Tally Percentage 

Abstain 8 12% 

No 24 36% 

Yes 35 52% 
 

Comments (Final Vote Box) 

1. Voted Yes. “25% only” 

2. Voted  No. [Under Contact information] ”Why- So you can send the storm troopers” 

3. Voted No. “count vote as disagree.” 

4. Voted Yes. "with reservations on some issues."” 

5. Voted Yes. “but we need more info!” 

1. Boundary  

Yes to boundary additions Tally Percent (out of all votes) 

Lives in Proposed Area 9 13% 

Does not live in Proposed Area 12 18% 

Did not say which area 2 3% 

Total Yes 23 34% 
 

No to boundary additions Tally Percent (out of all votes) 

Lives in Proposed Area 6 9% 



Does Not live in Proposed Area 17 25% 

Did Not say which area 2 3% 

Total No 25 37% 
 

Abstain on boundary additions Tally Percent (out of all votes) 

Lives in Proposed Area 7 10% 

Does Not live in Proposed Area 7 10% 

Did Not say which area 5 7% 

Total abstain 19 28% 
 

Boundary Comments: 

1.1.Voted Yes/Yes.  “Please include all OVOV area to boundary. I own 2 properties Parcel # [APN 

REDACTED] [APN REDACTED] [ADDRESS REDACTED] and I am not sure if I am in the pink or blue, I can 

vote in AD and we are on the OVOV area plan. Please include our area and change to AD Boundary.” 

1.2. Voted Abstain/Yes. “can’t comment-no changes posted” 

1.3. Voted No/Yes. “ must keep it rural” 

1.4. Voted Abstain/No “next area over in the current plan” 

1.5. Voted Yes/No “except the portion along Sierra Hwy into Acton CSD” 

1.6. Voted Abstain/No “we do not see a need to add Soledad Canyon. Are they not part of Acton's CSD?” 

1.7. Voted Abstain/Yes. “Sleepy Valley” 

1.8.Voted Abstain/Abstain. “need to study” 

 

2. Highways and Local Streets 

Highways and Local 
Streets  

Total Percent 

Abstain 2 3% 

No 13 19% 

Yes 52 78% 
 

Highway and Local Street Comments: 

2.1. Voted Yes. “This rural nature is what makes Agua Dulce. I would never want that to change. There 

should be no restrictions to what rural should be.” 



2.2. Voted Yes. “*Only if there is a vote to which & where [?] are to be placed. Do we vote on the areas 

that would be considered "safety" light improvement. *No red lights*” 

2.3. Voted Yes. “BUT standards should adopt max width on major and secondary highways specific to 

Agua Dulce.” 

2.4. Voted No. “should be voluntary” 

2.5. Voted Yes. “please keep it the way it is currently” 

 

3. Signs 

Signs Total Percent 

Abstain 3 4% 

No 19 28% 

Yes 45 67% 
 

Signs Comments 

3.1. Voted Yes. “only ranch property get to have sign” 

3.2.Voted No. “present rules have NEVER! been enforced” 

3.3. Voted Abstain. “unclear on [?] limitations” 

3.4. Voted No. “temporary signage.."lost dog'  has been removed "the same day" not good for the lost 

dog or the family.” 

3.5. Voted No. “people should be allowed to use their own common sense, consistent with the law on 

commercial speech and 1st Amendment Rights.” 

 

4.Trails 

Trails Total Percent 

Abstain 5 7% 

No 35 52% 

Yes 27 40% 
 

Trails Comments 

4.1. Voted No. “only on subdivision new developments” 



4.2. Voted Yes. “with subdvisions only, not individual [no/new?] projects” 

4.3. Voted No. “with the proposed increase of the Santa Monica Mt conservancy into this area. 

Connecting to the area should be reduced- also keeping motor vehicles- off the trails will be impossible 

w/o increase of sheriff patrols-“ 

4.4. Voted No. “Parks & Rec have no REAL awareness for trail requirements” 

4.5.  Voted No. “why do easements/trails have regulations on width and grade, etc. Leave it natural who 

pays for maintenance grading placement etc.” 

4.6.  Voted Yes. “unaware of proposed trail locations” 

4.7. Voted Yes. “I need more specific Information. But if it makes sense, yes.” 

4. 8. Voted Yes. “Should only apply to sub-divisions” 

4. 9. Voted Yes.  “Should only apply to sub-divisions” 

4.10. Voted No. “trail standards means easements” 

4.11. Voted Yes. “all trails should remain open. Trails have been closed off by land owners at their 

discretion. Without a formal vote..” 

4.12. Voted No. “standards should be tied to major land dev NOT CUP” 

4.13. Voted No. “make sure they know, what a trail is and to look like” 

4.14. Voted Abstain. “what?” 

4.15. Voted No. “grants should not be conditional. They should be voluntary and negotiated.” 

 

5. Significant Ridgelines 

50x50 Total Percent 

Abstain 9 13% 

No 13 19% 

Yes 45 67% 
 

Ridge 
Map Total Percent 

Abstain 14 21% 

No 18 27% 

Yes 35 52% 

   



 

Significant Ridgelines Comments: 

5. 1. Voted Yes/Yes. “50x50 ft” 

5. 2. Voted Yes/Yes. “50ft not enough if excluding chimneys, etc. consider 100 ft” 

5. 3. Voted Abstain/Abstain. “??” 

5. 4. Voted Yes/Yes. “No build on ridgelines. "No CUP for ridgelines". If the standard is to build on 

ridgeline. "No build on ridgeline"” 

5. 5. Voted Abstain/Abstain. “??, ??” 

5. 6. Voted Yes/Yes. “w/exception. Eliminate ridgeline by  Coussoulis development approved but not 

built.” 

5. 7. Voted No/No. “ridiclus” 

 

Drainage 

Drainage Total Percent 

Abstain 8 12% 

No 29 43% 

Yes 30 45% 
 

Drainage comments. 

5. 1. Voted No. “42% too high [?] in residential 1.25 acre” 

5. 2. Voted Abstain. “??” 

5. 3. Voted No. “Need more information” 

5. 4. Voted Abstain. “?” 

5. 5. Voted Abstain. “Is driveway ok? Is new barn ok?” 

5. 6. Voted No. “could be a conflict with Calif. Green Building code- also presently effective.” 

 

7.Residential and Ag Land 



a. Minimum Width and Depth. 

Min W 
&D Total Percent 

Abstain 9 13% 

No 23 34% 

Yes 35 52% 
 

Minimum Width and Depth comments: 

7a.1. Voted Yes. if at least 165x165 ft 

7a.2.Voted No. “Small lots create clustering” 

7a.3.Voted Abstain. “?” 

7a.4.Voted Abstain. “?” 

7a.5. Voted Abstain. “Not sure” 

 

b. Required Yards 

Req 
Yards Total Percent 

Abstain 7 10% 

No 27 40% 

Yes 33 49% 
 

Required Yards comments: 

7b.1.Voted No. “yards  and property are dependent on topography & easements & a size regulation is 

untenable” 

7b.2. Abstained. “already subdivided?” 

7b.3. Voted Abstain. “?” 

7b.4. Voted Abstain. “Probably should not allow [arrow pointed at one acre]” 

 

c. Home Based Occupations 

HBO Total Percent 

Abstain 11 16% 

No 17 25% 

Yes 39 58% 



 

Home Based Occupations comments: 

7c.1.  Voted No. “Why change?” 

7c 2. Voted No. “Specific rules for home based occupations too restrictive. I agree to home based 

business and accessory buildings.” 

7c 3. Voted Abstain. “?” 

7c 4. Voted Abstain. “?” 

d. Dogs 

Dogs Total Percent 

Abstain 4 6% 

No 27 40% 

Yes 36 54% 
 

 Dogs comments: 

7d.1. Voted No. “Way too many! Low ambient noise level means too much noise nuisance (constant 

barking)” 

7d.2. Voted No. “5 dogs.” 

7d.3. Voted No. “Less than 7 is better. Seven dogs is a lot” 

7d.4.  Voted No. “Too much barking as is. Uncontrolled.” 

7d.5. Voted No. “Keep current 3 dogs max unless in A2 zone” 

7d.6. Voted Yes. “They're already here!” 

 

e. Cargo Containers  

Cargo* Total Percent 

Abstain 5 8% 

No 25 38% 

Yes 36 55% 

*out of 66 
  

Cargo Containers comments: 



7e.1. Voted No. “Cargo containers anchorage to prevent floating off property with flooding or 

earthquake shearing.” 

7e 2. Voted Yes. “accurate to CSD” 

7e 3. Voted No. “only until construction is finished.” 

7e 4. Voted No. “Ugly! Unhealthy-unsafe-NONE should be allowed! But at least a C.U.P required.” 

7e 5. Voted both Yes and No (this vote not counted in tally.) “Limit the size of containers the larger 10' 

tall ones should not be allowed-“ 

7e 6. Voted No. “no more than 2 per 10 acres or more, etc- or none at all” 

7e 7. Voted No. “Change to 1 container per parcel unless "hide" others behind shrubbery, existing 

structures, etc.” 

7e 8. Voted Yes. “but disagree on quantity, allow less!” 

7e 9. Voted Abstain. “Include residential zoned areas & vacant land. Change 2 containers for 2.5 ac not 3 

ac all other numbers acceptable.” 

7e 10. Voted No. “No cargo containers” 

7e 11. Voted No. “More than detailed” 

7e 12. Voted No. “Disagree with limits Qty too high” 

7e 13. Voted No. “Don’t' agree with amounts of containers-should be allowed more on smaller lots. 

Many of us bought out here so we could put containers on property and trucks on property.” 

7e 14. Voted No. “This is pushed by a select few. Most residents here hate. Containers reduce adjacent 

properties' value. People place them next to other property owners' entrance & ruin the western 

atmosphere. Some people place them too close to their neighbors fence and having a 10' allowance, they 

cannot be hidden with a 6' fence. They promote an unkempt environment around them. Already the 

county has little enforcement in this area, this will make it worse. *no more than 1 container per 5 acres 

and it should be neat and 8' tall not 10'. Better to have no containers at all and enforce current rule.” 

 

f. Trucks 

Trucks Total Percent 

Abstain 10 15% 

No 28 42% 

Yes 29 43% 
 



Trucks comments: 

7f.1. Voted Abstain. “as long as owner operator none if not owned by property owner.” 

7f.2. Voted Yes. “Yes! Only if an enumeration of ONE is used.” 

7f.3. Voted No. “No commercial vehicle parking at all within  the CSD area” 

7f.4. Voted No. “NO WAY!” 

7f.5. Voted Abstain. “Park away from sightlines of neighboring residences.” 

7f.6. Voted Abstain. “No Commercial truck parking 1. Dump type truck” 

7f. 7. Voted No. “Null comm driveway entrance [?]” 

7f.8. Voted No. “No commercial trucks.” 

7f.9. Voted No. “If this is their living where else would they park their truck?” 

7f.10. Voted No. “Ugly” 

7f.11. Voted No. “No truck parking in Agua Dulce.” 

General Comments (Agriculture and Residential): 

7. 1. “There should be minor restrictions to somehow still make the property appealing. In other words as 

long as the property does not look like a junk yard.” 

7.2. “too limited should be less restriction” 

7.3. “Larger lots for new development to prevent clustering of homes. Keeping Agua Dulce rural. A parcel 

limit for businesses on multiple acres.” 

7.4. “My comment is that similar to your "notice" sent out to Agua Dulce members to alert of this 

meeting on 5/25/11, so should you make the same concerted effort to mail a ballot form to Agua Dulce 

residents.” 

7.5. “conditional” 

7.6. “not in /Spanish” 

7.7. “Same comments as #3, #4, and #6” [Not clear on paper what they are referring to] 

7.8. “see #3,4 &#6 for comment” [Not clear on paper what they are referring to] 

 

8.Commercial and Manufacturing 



Architecture Total Percent 

Abstain 4 6% 

No 15 22% 

Yes 48 72% 
 

Hitching Post Total Percent 
Abstain 4 6% 
No 21 31% 
Yes 42 63% 

 

Commercial and Manufacturing Comments: 

8.1. Voted Yes/Yes . “As long as it [matches?] the rural communities and not made to look industrialized, 

ex adding pavement for pedestrians.” 

8.2. Voted No. “no to the hitching post” 

8.3. Voted Abstain/No. “Finally! An appropriate area to be covered in CSDs.” 

8.4. Voted Yes/Yes. “LA County needs to change out/eliminate sidewalks in "downtown" Agua Dulce. 

Make shoulders dirt allowing for equestrian use.” 

8.5. Voted Yes/Yes. “Definitely. This translates to "rural" Agua Dulce.” 

8.6. Voted Yes/Yes. “screen dumpsters and utilities could be problem.” 

8.7. Voted No/No. “conflicts with Calif. Green Building code??” 

8.8. Voted No/No. “40-50 people should not decide rules for a community of 4,000 to 6,000 people.” 

 

Additional Comments. 

AC 1. “I would like to commend the professionalism and patience of the presenters and presentation with 

this [word unclear]” 

AC 2. “Boundaries, please include our area to AD, we are in the OVOV and can run for the AD town 

council, vote on any items in AD. Everyone in the small strip is confused as to why we cannot be added 

(boundaries) map. Is not clear if we are included (pink or blue) (I run of out room on Item #1) sorry is a 

mess. Acton town council told us county screwed up let County fix it up, let County change the Boundary. 

[NAME, ADDRESS, PARCEL NUMBERS & PHONE NUMBER REDACTED]” 

AC 3. “Put native vegetation protection standards back in” 



AC 4. “Address the proposed change in the LA Plans to rural land zoning and the minimum acreage 

requirements which affect smaller parcels.” 

AC 5. “What kind of consensus is this? We have 1,600 voters, only 85 seats, 32 people present. There are 

real problems with small advisory town council and their committees forming CSD and rules that are 

meant to be adopted by our own elected officials. Elected officials alone have the power to put together, 

discuss and pass LEGISLATION which affects us all. This why we elect Supervisors. We elected town 

council member just to have an advisory role. It seems to be a federated state. Constitutional problem. 

Liable to counteractions to stop or prevent. TURN IT DOWN!” 

AC 6. “Earlier this year Agua Dulce Cyn Road was resurfaced- asphalt was widened to narrow dirt should 

impeding equestrian use.” 

AC 7. “?? Designates more questions need to be answered in DETAIL. Where NO TIME WAS ALLOWED for 

this most important element to create a truly acceptable CSD!” 

AC 8. “1. Before holding a meeting of this type where residents are asked to vote- approve/disapprove 

these "changes" an educational pre meeting should be held so residents know what they are voting 

for/against and what they would or would not change! 2. Questions on 1/2 questions yes or no see#1- 

bad wording. Most exceptions require permit hearing, CUP, etc $$$$$ with excessive costs for same!” 

AC 9. “I like this approach to voting and the way you structured this meeting.” 

AC 10. “we want our community to stay rural...some ques are not clear enough” 

AC 11.” we moved to Agua Dulce many years ago to get away from many of your proposed restrictions” 

AC 12. “ thank you for your work on this” 

AC 13. “Significant lighting changes imposed by "Dark Skies" initiative must be mitigated for our rural 

area to allow for residences that have lighting for home businesses and horse facilities. Arenas, barns, 

etc. Major economic impact will hit property owners if lighting changes are mandated without 

consideration for age of existing lighting, cost to retrofit, etc. Pathway must be allowed for gradual 

transition.” 

AC 14. “Quit bothering us! Leave us alone! Everything is fine as it is! You are liars! You take 6000 a year 

from me- for nothing in return. You didn't state the law correctly- you are misleading people” 

AC 15. “Hillside Mgmt- Where to comment not on ballot already voted on and is in current document?” 

AC 16.” -No clustering of homes- *larger lots should be required so that clustering does not happen* -

trails- for new development trails need to be observed instead of closing off trails. This is happening 

currently, closing trails. -regarding new development- I would really like to see a limit on parcel 

development. Currently there are land owners that have several acres that have proposed building 30+ 

homes. <please help with this issue> Please excuse the comments, I hope you can understand comments. 

No hard surface to write on. 8 Yes. 6 No.” 



AC 17. “How can we vote on this if not specific. Not a fair vote-town not represented.” 

AC 18. “if majority yes will proceed if majority no= no” 

AC 19. “The notice did not say we were going to vote!!” 

AC 20. “what about solar & wind installations” 

AC 21. “Please on 7e & 7f Don't  allow our property values to reduce & our community atmosphere to 

greatly suffer by allowing AD to become a storage place full of cargo containers and parked trucks. 

County already does not enforce its rules, this will promote escalation of this problem. If you allow them, 

please make setbacks, height limits and other regulatory restrictions.” 



 

 

1. Boundary Changes: Do you agree with the proposed 

boundary changes?  Circle one:    Yes     No 

Do you own property in the  proposed addition areas 

(pink)? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

2. Highways and Local Streets: Do you agree that 

streets in Agua Dulce should remain rural in nature, 

without improvements such as curbs, gutters and 

sidewalks? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

3. Signs: Do you agree to limitations on permitted sign 

types, which are generally more restrictive than the 

current requirements? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

4.Trails: Do you agree that all new projects requiring 

discretionary approval from the Department of Regional 

Planning shall contain public dedicated trail easements,  

to meet the objectives of the Trails Plan for Santa 

Clarita Valley Area Plan? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

5.Significant Ridgelines: Do you that agree that 

ridgelines should be protected by requiring a 

Conditional Use Project for new buildings within 50 

vertical and 50 horizontal ft of the proposed ridgelines? 

Circle one:    Yes     No 

 

Do you agree with the proposed ridgeline locations?  

Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

6. Drainage: Do you agree to additional limitations on 

the amount of impervious (non draining) pavement  and 

surfaces on parcels in order to help with groundwater 

infiltration? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

7. Residential and Agricultural Land:  

7.a Do you agree with minimum widths and depths  of 

165 ft for all  new parcels? Circle one:    Yes     No 

 

7.b Do you agree to larger required front, side and rear 

lots than currently required, unless a parcel is under 

one acre in size? Circle one:    Yes     No 

 

7.c Do you agree to Agua Dulce specific rules for home-

based occupations? Circle one:    Yes     No 

 

7.d Do you agree that up to 7 dogs may be permitted on 

parcels in the residential and agricultural zones?  

Circle one:    Yes     No 

 

7.e Do you agree that Cargo Shipping Containers may 

be placed on land in these areas, with up to 4 permitted 

on parcels smaller than 10 acres, and 4 plus 1 cargo 

container per additional 5 acres on parcels over 10 

acres in size? Circle one:    Yes     No 

 

7.f Do you agree that any parcel of over 5 acres in size 

will be permitted to park a Commercial Vehicle (eg, 

tractor trailer trucks)? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________



 

 

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

8. Commercial and Manufacturing Zones: Do you agree 

that all new commercial and industrial buildings should 

be built using Old Western, Southwestern, Spanish 

Mission, Victorian or Native American Architecture? 

Circle one:    Yes     No 

Do you agree that all new commercial and industrial 

buildings should include an access route for pedestrians 

and equestrians, with at least one hitching post 

provided? Circle one:    Yes     No 

Comments:____________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

 

Additional Comments: 

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________

_____________________________________________ 

 

AGUA DULCE CSD FINAL VOTE: 

After reviewing your answers above, and your overall 

impression of tonight’s meeting, do you generally agree 

that revising the Agua Dulce CSD to include some or all 

of the standards discussed tonight would be a good 

thing for Agua Dulce?  

Circle One: 

YES:  I Generally Agree with the Revised CSD Presented 

Tonight. 

NO:  I Generally Disagree with the Revised CSD 

Presented Tonight. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUEST: 

While this form may be submitted anonymously, please 

know that if any of your comments or votes are unclear, 

we will not be able to use them unless we can follow up 

with  you. If you feel comfortable with providing us with 

additional clarification or input, please leave us with 

some contact information below. If not, simply leave the 

lines blank. 

OPTIONAL CONTACT INFORMATION: 

Name_________________________________________ 

Phone Number_________________________________ 

Email Address__________________________________  





Agua Dulce CSD and LID Ordinance Comparison 

Community Studies East Section     11/29/11 

Topic Agua Dulce CSD LID Ordinance Comments 
Intent To slow or reduce runoff and recharge local 

aquifers. 
 

LID encourages site sustainability and smart growth in a 
manner that respects and preserves the characteristics of the 
County’s watersheds, drainage paths, water supplies, and 
natural resources. LID builds on conventional design strategies 
by utilizing every softscape and hardscape surface in a 
development to perform a beneficial hydrologic function by 
retaining, detaining, storing, changing the timing of, or filtering 
stormwater and urban runoff. LID encompasses the use of 
structural devices, engineered systems, vegetated natural 
designs, and education in order to distribute stormwater and 
urban runoff across a development site. LID reduces the 
impact from the development and provides the benefits of: 
1. Replenishing groundwater supplies; 
2. Improving the quality of surface water runoff; 
3. Stabilizing natural stream characteristics; 
4. Preserving natural site characteristics; and 
5. Minimizing downstream impacts. 

LID Intent is more 
extensive. 

Development 
Standards for 
All Projects 

No general standards listed.  1. Mimic undeveloped stormwater and urban runoff rates and 
volumes in any storm event up to and including the “50-year 
capital design storm event,” as defined by Public Works; 
2. Prevent pollutants of concern from leaving the development 
site in stormwater as the result of storms, up to and including 
a water quality design storm event; and 
3. Minimize hydromodification impacts to natural drainage 
systems. 

LID standards are more 
extensive. 

Residential 
Uses 

a. Residential and Accessory Uses.  
i. On a lot or parcel of land less than one and one-
quarter net acres in size, the maximum impervious 
finished surface areas for residential and associated 
accessory uses shall not exceed 11,000 square feet 
or 42 percent of the net area, whichever is less; and  
ii. On a lot or parcel of land one and one-quarter net 
acres or greater in size, the maximum impervious 
finished surface areas for residential and associated 
accessory uses shall not exceed 20 percent of the 
net area.  

1. A development consisting of four (4) or fewer residential 
units shall implement at least two LID BMP alternatives listed 
in the LID Standards Manual, which alternatives include, but 
are not limited to, disconnecting impervious surfaces, using 
porous pavement, downspout routing, a dry well, landscaping 
and irrigation requirements, and a green roof. 

CSD prescribes percentage 
of impervious surface 
allowed but doesn’t say 
how water should be 
infiltrated or filtered. LID 
provides menu of options 
to infiltrate and filter and 
requires that at least 2 be 
used. 



Agua Dulce CSD and LID Ordinance Comparison 

Community Studies East Section     11/29/11 

Non-
Residential 
Uses (and 
residential 
uses above 5 
units for LID) 

b. Non-Residential Uses. On a lot or parcel of land, 
the maximum impervious finished surface areas for 
non-residential uses shall not exceed:  
i. 65 percent of the net area when occupied by open 
storage or licensed homes for the aged;  
ii. 75 percent of the net area when occupied by 
hospitals, cemeteries, mausoleums, or mortuaries;  
iii. 80 percent of the net area when occupied by 
churches or schools; and  
iv. 85 percent of the net area when occupied by 
stores, supermarkets, shopping centers, 
restaurants, service stations, motels, hotels, office 
buildings, professional buildings, banks, 
warehouses, manufacturing facilities, enclosed 
storage, lumber yards, or kennels.  

A development consisting of five (5) or more residential units, 
or a nonresidential development, shall comply with the 
following requirements: 
a. The excess volume from each lot upon which such 
development is occurring shall be infiltrated at the lot level, or 
in the alternative, the excess volume from the entire 
development site, including streets and public right-of-way, 
shall be infiltrated in sub-regional facilities. The tributary area 
of a sub-regional facility shall be limited to five (5) acres, but 
may be exceeded with approval of the Director. When 
infiltration of all excess volume is not technically feasible, on-
site storage, reuse, or other water conservation uses of the 
excess volume is required and shall be implemented as 
authorized by the Director in accordance with the 
requirements and provisions in the LID Standards Manual. 
b. The runoff from the water quality design storm event 
associated with the developed site hydrology must be treated 
to the satisfaction of the Director before discharge. 

CSD prescribes percentage 
of impervious surface 
allowed but doesn’t say 
how water should be 
infiltrated or filtered. LID 
requires Hydrologic 
Analysis and that any 
increase in runoff be 
infiltrated or reused on 
site or at sub-regional 
facility. 

Allowed 
Impervious 
Surfaces and 
BMPs 

c. Swales may be given credit towards calculating 
the maximum impervious finished surface areas on 
a lot or parcel of land.  
d. Permeable portions of partially impervious 
surfaces, such as perforated concrete blocks that 
allow vegetation growth, may be given credit 
towards calculating the maximum impervious 
finished surface areas on a lot or parcel of land.  

The LID Standards Manual  allows the following Best 
Management Practices (BMPs): bioretention, cisterns/rain 
barrels, dry ponds, dry wells, engineered wetlands, green 
roofs, infiltration basin, infiltration trenches, landscape 
irrigation, planter boxes, porous pavement, sand filters, 
vegetated buffers, vegetated swales, wet ponds  

LID Standards Manual 
includes more options for 
how to infiltrate.  

Rain Gutters e. All structures with rain gutters shall collect and 
direct all roof runoff towards permeable surfaces 
and catchment basins rather than towards 
impervious surfaces such as paved driveways. 

No prescriptive measures.  CSD prescribes how rain 
gutters shall direct water. 
LID lists downspout 
routing as one option for 
res. < 5 units and requires 
infiltration or reuse on site 
or at sub-regional facility 
for non-res. or res> 5 
units.  
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January 23, 2012

To: Mitch Glaser
From: Rosie Heffley

Re: 2001 Petitions

Hi Mitch,

I would like to go on record, the following property owners signatures (22 pages) were
presented to the AD Town Council, AD CSD Committee in September 2001, to the
Acton Town Council in March 2002 and mailed to Regional Planning in 2002, follow by
a call and e-mail from Eric Harnett (AD CSD Committee Member) to Mr. McNamara,
copied AD Town Council.
Due to the fact that Eric never received a response from Regional Planning, copies were
mailed to Mr. Malakates and again presented at the 2006 meeting.
Also submitted to Regional Planning at the AD Women's Club 2008 proposed boundary
meeting, and at other occasions, I can go back to all my files and notes if needed.
As you can see there is an overwhelming consensus to include us in the AD CSD /
Boundaries, home owners from this small OVOV unincorporated area of Agua Dulce
along with the AD CSD Committee, and the AD Town Council have done (over and
over) the due diligence, now it is time for Regional Planning to correct the errors made
from the original process.

Thank you, Rosie Heffley



Wed, Jut 24, 2002 6:.18 PM

From: Eric Harnett <eharnett@koveffuUer.com>
To: <crncnemaraesbos.co.ta.ca.us>. <jduzfck@earthlink.net>
Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2002 8:04 PM
Subject: Acton CSD I Boundaries issue

Just a reminder,

There is an area of Agua DUlce which is currently being claimed as within the Acton CSDboundaries.
Manyresidents in the affected area are hig;hly charged that this was allowed to happen.

It is my understanding that the Acton Town Council may ackn.()W~ed\;Iethe fact that a mistake was made
while researching what. land was included w.ithint their boundarii.es. FUrthez:more. it. is my understanding
that the. Acton Town COm1cil wmI1d be will.ing t.o amend the current b:rundari.es map as long as doing so
will not cause their CSIJ to Joe re-opened. in such a manner that. could lead to their having go through
the whole approval ~acess again.

It is also my mlderstanding that the cw:rent bmmdaries descr.iption .is Usted on an amended addition
to the Acton CSD. I beli.eve that the current Acton CSDrefers to the boundaries as "See the attached
Map."
Therefore. it. seems reasonable to c(l!1clude that changing the bmmdaries wouJLdnot. cause the
established CSDto be re-opened.

With a lett.er from you or your o.ffice witb the effect of assuring the Acton TownCouncil that changing
their bomldaries wil.l not cause their CSDto be harmed. :re-opened.. or in any other way be clla11enged,
we could make this mat.ter go, away.

If you wool.dbe ltim.d enIOl!Iqh to send me such. a :letter, I wil.l bring Lt to the next Agua Dulce Town
.Coun2il meeting and expedite cOIDtI11Ulli.cat.iansto clear mis matter up. lln the meantime, a response to
that eff~t to this e-mail. would suff.ice.



Thanks Mary-glad you keep such careful records. Have a nice Thanksgiving!

Scott

From:' !MaItw JlailrlliBlDllll
Sent: litJesda¥~ No,\lernbe" 22, 20'114::37 PM
To: Skm1iItCGirilifliim
Cc: \LamenreIDimrlTJiiimrllD; lR?I.llsie lHe1iI!iew; IIl'm.tm lHemrw
Subject:, Re: Agua Duke CSIDBoundary Recommendations from RP

On January 30, 2008, Regional Planning held a Boundary Revision Meeting at the AD
Women's Club for purposes of gathering community input on proposed boundary
changes. I know the CSD Committee Boundary Survey Response was submitted at that
meeting, and I think Rosie's petition was submitted also. I know that Regional Planning
made a map of the results ... both results the committee submitted and results Regional
Planning got. That map was to be the main topic of discussion at the meeting with the
Acton TC on May 15, 2008 where no one from Acton TC attended.

I've attached a copy ofthe agenda from the 1-30-08 meeting.

Mary

On Tue, Nov' 22, 20'11 at 11:36 AM, Scott Griffin <5IDlI't!:itillJmd!alIlelrre(@JITFI1l5r.Il..«:!!ml!1l> wrote:

Hi' Mary~

I can open both documents-no problem. Were both of these documents (or summary
results) submitted to the County at some time? I assume the County did receive them,
but please confirm.

thanks!

Scott

From:. !l'natW JlaihtnWIn
Sent Monday", Novelflilber 21,. 2011 1:4Ot PM·
To~ Smntttt<@rilifliim
Cc: iL~ COimngiiiBmm; ~e 1HE!ffi!j1'fw;iDlmm!Hla!rtiW
Subject:· Re: Fw,~Agua lDuke' CS!i);B0,ulildarry; Recolilllmelildatiolils. fiiIDIlill RP'

Scott and all,

Attached are 2 documents: Heffley Petition (this is the petition Rosie and her neighbor
Linda Mallory spearheaded back in 2001) and the Boundary Data Base Responses
(these are the results of a survey done by the CSD Committee back in 2008).

,'.



There is clear consensus on the desire of Rosie's area to move from the Acton CSDto
the Agua Dulce CSD,thus indicating their desire to stay within the boundaries of OVOV.

Let me know if you have any questions on how to interpret either of these docs. The
spreadsheet shows Rosie's area highlighted in gray.

There were a couple other spots where there was consensus on the public's desire to
be included in the Agua Dulce area ....most notably the area near Lillian Smith near the
boiling point on the north side of Sierra Highway. That area was nearly 100% in favor
of moving into Agua Dulce. But Rosie's area is the area where the public response
never let up. And as a Committee, we felt it our responsibility to continue to work to
resolving that area in particular.

Mary

On: S,UI\;, NOM 2.Q"2011 at 10,:19, AM" Mali'{ Johasoa <!l!il@WirminmlS.(l;fl1lb'6b'~il ..liJiY.ilili>
wrote:.
Scott,

Herre is OJ key piece oJ evidence from Mitch Glaser of Regional, Planning, Please note
the highlighted areas and my corn me FI ts, in IiiUlliE

I have also located copies of Rosie's petition done in 2001, and the survey results the
CSDCommittee did in January of 2008. I'll make electronic versions and send to you.

Mary

----------, FIDl1wa.rrded message ----------
From:: Mal1¥ Jolilmsolill <ll1mi!lirwjrm'tn!l'il'Sml1l~I1IIW~.a:mxnrn>
Dase; SUfll NOM 20'1 20,11 at 10:02, AM
Subject; Fw: Ag,ua Dulce CSD Boundary Reccmmendations. from RP
rc. Mary Johnson <1!!l1!iiIlWi~.lmsmmiU'(fi11~il.lODll1lfll>

-·Offi@,imal Messa@e ---
From:, <G1asar:, MiI1t:l!n
To: iWanw JkJIIImrsm:tm; IL.m:rrer.re Cam'gUiiBmlD
CC:~ mwaw~tadtn:ms._ ;' iNlmnrrrnlHIidkl1imm ; !Hhua,.lI1Iilutw
Sent:, Tuesdag, Marcl1l,25, 2008 3.:4(1 PM
Subject: RE: Agua Dulce CSD Boundary Recommendations from RP

Hi Mary:



In my previous correspondence (below), I recommended that the proposed boundary of the
revised Agua Dulce CSD not be expanded into area "4" (see attached map
aguad'l:deeC'S[i».JPG) due to>a lack: of consensus among property' owners' and the absence of a
strong planning policy rationale. Pursuant to! Oll.lfc.OI1lMelisatilDliliyestelida.~, it is my
ulild'elistanding that th.e.Town C.ouncil. is interested in expanding, the proposed boundary into
ornly that portion of area "4" within the boundary of the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan (see
attac.hed rmap:agllJ'adtllteCSD2.JPG).

WitliliFl'this srmalleli area, the.lie appears) to, be a.g,ITeatelilevell of:consensus. among propert¥
OWFlefSfavoring, inclusion in the Ag,ua Dulce CSD. One property owner in the area, Mr.
Wallasch, has contacted me with two concerns: 1) He does not vote on the Agua Dulce Town
Council and 2) Because he did not vote on the Town Council, he does not feel he was able to
provide input on the content of the revised CSD. Since the revised CSD is still in a draft stage,
I would be willing to work with him and try to address any concerns he has on the content, but
only the Town Council can provide an assurance that he could vote in future elections.

FFom a,planrn.ing policy peffspectiMe, tine e~paI1lSiOIil'of the. pFoposed boundary of: the fe~ised
CSD into an area within the Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan is:reasonable. because the Area
Plan (aFld OveN)' covers Agua Dulce. I suggest that your Town Gouncil' discuss this expansion
witlill fme.Acton ll'O,WIit c.o1!J.ncil~Rosatil1ldiamd!Norm lIlTIaybe able' to) l:'I.elp)facilitate. this. Om IMIam:ltn
:m" ~, 1I1tI.Il11i~ ~iilmll arrl!1l rNmmmn iilm!iitliDliiJr@ ClllIlIralieiiiile tm> at'mat'1I11!JeUililmilllirar1IIl1liffi:tIiiJr@~iI!In
~GIlImulI!:e lr<IllltW©!roinm:ilt ~ lfC" lMiill:ltn"1Nkn:mmn" ammJj ~linxIfi, 1TIITmtt~~ Il»:GlS Sl!dInm!IWiel!l
mIMI:aw115" ~ ail: tIlme 1La~ lRiTe ~imm 112JlJ..1tI'JiiEitn"~k!mmm"~ii1ooi!" amdt ~ Imultl:le
~ adeull!ial!l Hille 1IIIIleBli., ~ lrC aliidl INID'llra'Jltem:dl" amrlI tl!Inste \lnGlt'$IJllIl)fRml_ UJ4ID1IIIIleBli•.

~mlUes.'$ <I!iftil1e~ ~ <I!iftil1e~" lJltre~il5 <I!if~ 5iI1mxuJtdlmlr Il!xe
aI~,

Thanks,

Mitch



Mitch Glaser, AICP

Supervising Regional Planner

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning

Countywide Studies Section

(213) 974-6476

From: Glaser, Mitch
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2008 5:51 PM
To: 'Mary Johnson'
Cc: Rosalind Wayman; Lorene cangiano; Hua, Thuy
Subject: RE: Agua Dulce CSD Boundary Recommendations from RP

Hi Mary:

It is my understanding that the Town Council identified four areas into which the proposed
boundaries of the revised Agua Dulce CSD could be expanded:

West and north, generally along Sierra Highway, including the "Sleepy Valley" area -
currently not in any CSD (labeled "1" on attached map)

South, to the border of the Angeles National Forest - currently not in any CSD (labeled "2"
on attached map)

East, generally along Sierra Highway - currently not in any CSD (attached "3" on attached
map)

South and east - currently in Acton CSD (labeled "4" on attached map)

I received numerous e-mails from property owners regarding the issue of boundaries. We
created a database compiling these responses, linking them to the corresponding address
and/or Assessor Parcel Number so we could see them plotted on a map. The database also
included the responses you received to your survey last year, which were also linked to the
corresponding address and/or Assessor Parcel Number so they could be plotted on the map.



In area "1," most of the property owners who responded favored inclusion in the Agua Dulce
CSD. From a planning policy perspective, the area is appropriate for the "rural-oriented"
standards of the revised Agua Dulce CSD, which are not provided in the Countywide Zoning
Code. Therefore we recommend that the proposed boundary be expanded to include this
area. However, special setback accommodations may be appropriate for the "Sleepy Valley"
area due to its small lot sizes; we can discuss this when we meet again with Thuy.

In area "2," all of the property owners who responded favored inclusion in the Agua Dulce
CSD. From a planning policy perspective, the area is appropriate for the "rural-oriented"
standards of the revised Agua Dulce CSD, which are not provided in the Countywide Zoning
Code. Therefore we recommend that the proposed boundary be expanded to include this area.

In area "3," all of the property owners who responded favored inclusion in the Agua Dulce
CSD. From a planning policy perspective, the area is appropriate for the "rural-oriented"
standards of the revised Agua Dulce CSD, which are not provided in the Countywide Zoning
Code. Therefore we recommend that the proposed boundary be expanded to include this area.

In area "4," the responses from property owners were mixed, with some favoring inclusion in
the Agua Dulce CSD and others favoring remaining in the Acton CSD. From a planning policy
perspective, the area is appropriate for the "rural-oriented" standards of the revised Agua Dulce
CSD, but very similar standards are already provided in the Acton CSD. Due to the lack of
consensus among property owners and the absence of a compelling planning policy need for
staff to advocate a boundary change, we recommend that the proposed boundary not be
expanded to include this area.

Please let me know if you would like to meet to discuss this matter and review the map
showing the property owner responses. I would be willing to attend an upcoming Town Council
meeting to present our recommendations.

Thuy has been working on the "County draft" of the revised CSD and we plan to meet with the
committee next month to review and discuss. We will get in contact with you in a week or two
to schedule.



Thanks,

Mitch

Mitch Glaser, AICP

Supervising Regional Planner

County of Los Angeles

Department of Regional Planning

Countywide Studies Section

(213) 974-6476

f'liGm: M8JfW lCD:mliTs0:1ill[maJlli0J: maryjohnson@cwaveisp.net]!
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2008 7:59 AM
To: Glaser, Mitch
Cc: Rosalind Wayman; Lorene cangiano
Subject: Agua Dulce CSD Boundary Recommendations from RP

Hi Mitch ....

Just wanted to check in to see if you and RP staff had come up with some recommendations
for the Agua Dulce CSD revised boundaries. It's been more than 30 days since the community
meeting, and just wanted to get an update. We're having a town council meeting on
Wednesday, and would like to give the Council an update.

Thanks .....
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TO: ACTON TOWN COUNCIL

FROM: ROSIE HEFFLEY AND LINDA MALLORY

PROPOSED BOUNDARY CHANGE

MARCH 4, 2002

Attached you will find a copy of the Proposed Boundary Change Request, as well as, signatures of
many of the residents living in the area in question. This was presented to the Aqua Dulce Town
CouncilfAgua Dulce CSD Committee for consideration September 8, 2001.

The area proposed is considered a "no man's land" with extremely unclear boundaries. As the
signatures illustrate an overwhelming 99% of the current homeowners are in favor of the boundaries
being changed or clarified as Agua Dulce. A survey of the homeowners indicated that most are under
the assumption they either live in Agua Dulce or Acton has annexed them. Some even expressed that
their Deeds are Saugus or Agua Dulce.

This is being presented in an effort to express the desires of the homeowners and clarify the
boundaries of the area.

If you have questions or concerns you may contact us, Rosie Heffley (661-268-0357) or Linda Mallory
at (661-268-8280).

Thank you,

Rosie Hemey
Linda Mallory
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCAlED IN THE ACTON/AGUA DULCE
AREA BY TIllS PETITION, WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR
PROPERTIES BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUADULCE COMMUNITY STANDARS DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD)
AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. TIIANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

NAME (pRINTED)/ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE ACTON/AGUA DULCE
AREA. BY TIllS PETITION, WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR
PROPERTIES BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARS DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD)
AND TIffi POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. 1HANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

NAME (pRINTED)! ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE ACTON/AGUA DULCE
AREA BY TIllS PETITION, WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO. THE AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNClL, OUR
PROPERTIES BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARS DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD)
AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

NAME (pRINTED)! ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

..
WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE A GROUP OF PROPERT'( OWNERS LOCATED IN THE ACTON/AGUA DULCE
AREA BY THIS PETITION, WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR
PROPERTIES BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARS DISTIUCT (AGUA DULCE CSD)
AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUADULCE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

NAl\t.IE(pRINTED)/ ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE ACTON/AGUA DULCE
AREA BY THIS PETITION, WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR
PROPERTIES BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARS DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD)
AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

NAME (pRINTED)1 ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE

-" 134Rf..y r'YJ Uv81
·Th.eyes~Tuccl/o



~~F .
~

PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (1) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUADULCE AREA. BY TIllS PETITION, (WE)(l) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCECSD) AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS
(pRINTED)

PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUADULCE AREA BY TIllS PETITION, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO TIlE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS
(PRINTED)-

PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETmON TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TOA GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUA DULCE AREA. BY TIllS PETITION, (WE) (1) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE
(pRINTED)

DATE

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED; BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUADULCE AREA BY THIS PETITION, (WE) (I) ·RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COl\ll1vfUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO.
(pRINTED)

SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY iF NOT A RESIDEN 1. 7"

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUA DULCE AREA. BY THIS PETITION, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCETOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUADULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSO) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUADULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON! AGUA DULCE AREA. BY THIS PETITION, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THEAGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANPP-.RDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE eSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
(PRINTED)

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )



PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGU A DULCE·

(WE) (D TIIE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/ AGUA DULCE AREA. BY THIS PETITION, (WE) (D RESPECfFULL Y REQUEST TO THE AGUA .
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA Dl:JLCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

DATE

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8)
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED INTHE
ACTON/ AGUA DULCE AREA. BY TIllS PETmON, (WE) (1) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COrvlMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLInCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO.
(PRINTED)

SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TOBE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/ AGUA DULCE AREA. BY TIllS PETmON, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

l) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS

0~~3?(~~6
PHONE NO. SIGNATURE

.~z:c'~
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )



PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTONI AGUA DULCE AREA BY TIllS PETITION, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TonIE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARD~,
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK. YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS
(PRINTED)

PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUA DULCE AREA BY THIS PETITION, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
PISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO. SIGNATURE
(PRINTED)

DATE

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8)
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (1) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON! AGUA DULCE AREA BY TIllS PETmON, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS
(pRINTED)

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8)



PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUA DULCE AREA. BY THIS PETmON, (WE) (I) RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COrvIMUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO.
(pRINTED)

DATESIGNATURE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/ AGUA DULCE AREA BY TIllS PETmON, (WE) (1) RESPECfFULLY REQUEST TO THE AGUA
OlJ'LCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN TIlE AGUA DULCE COM.MUNITY STANDARDS
DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE eSD) AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS
(pRINTED)

PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCA nON ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED {Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

(WE) (I) THE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTON/AGUA DULCE AREA BY TIllS PETITION, (WE) (I) RESPECfFULL Y REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMlvlliNITY STANDARDS
DISTRiCT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

1) NAME / RESIDENCE ADDRESS PHONE NO.
(pRINTED)

SIGNATURE DATE

2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.
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3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO, IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

. (WE) (1) TIIE UNDERSIGNED, BELONG TO A GROUP OF P~9~~i't"x OWNERS LOCATED IN THE
ACTONI AGUADULCE AREA BY TIllS PETmON, (WE) (1) Re.j-;;;crFULL Y REQUEST TO THE AGUA
DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR PROPERTY BE INCLUDED IN nrE AGUADULCE COMtvlUNITY STANDARDS

. DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE CSD) AND THE POLmCAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR
YOUR CONSIDERATION.

l) NAME I RESIDENCE ADDRESS
(pRlNTED)

PHONE NO. SIGNATURE DATE
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2) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY IF NOT A RESIDENT.

3) LOCATION ADDRESS OF PROPERTY OR SECTION NO. IF UNDEVELOPED (Example T 4N R 13W Section 8 )
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PETITION TO BE INCLUDED IN AGUA DULCE

WE THE UNDERSIGNED, ARE A GROUP OF PROPERTY OWNERS LOCATED IN THE ACTON/AGUA DULCE
AREA. BY TIllS PETITION, WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST TOTHE AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL, OUR
PROPERTIES BE INCLUDED IN THE AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT (AGUA DULCE
CSD) AND THE POLITICAL BOUNDARIES OF AGUA DULCE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION.

NAME (PRINTED)/ ADDRESS PHONE NO SIGNATURE DATE
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AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL 
33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road * Box Number 8 * Agua Dulce, CA 91390 

Website:  www.adtowncouncil.com 
  

 
        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
November 14, 2011 
 
Mr. Mitch Glaser   mglaser@planning.lacounty.gov 
Department of Regional Planning  
Hall of Records, Room 1348 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE:   Agua Dulce Community Standards District Revision 
 
 
Dear Mitch: 
 
We appreciate your presentation to the Agua Dulce Town Council at the October 12, 2011 meeting 
updating the community with Regional Planning staff's latest modifications to our revised Community 
Standards District (CSD).  Emma Howard indicated a number of changes had been made by staff for 
various reasons.  We would like to address each of those changes. 
 

1. Trails:  In our letter to Ms. Howard dated August 8, 2011, we recommended a change that Trails 
Standards should apply to subdivisions only, as opposed to “all projects requiring discretionary 
approval.”  We requested the language be changed to specify “only applications for land divisions 
creating more than 4 lots or parcels of land.”  The Draft dated 10/12/11 does not include the 
phrase “creating more than 4 lots or parcels of land.”  We request that phrase be included.   

 
2. Drainage:  The Draft dated 10/12/11 eliminates that section.  Ms. Howard indicated the Low 

Impact Development standards address the drainage concerns.  We request the Drainage 
section be put back into the document.  That section is included to slow or reduce runoff and 
recharge local aquifers and the standards have community support. 

 
 
3. Home-based Occupations:  Ms. Howard stated that Zoning Enforcement staff wanted to make 

“minor changes” to both “Animal Training” and “Recording/Motion Picture/Video Production 
Studio.”  However, no modified language was presented at the meeting. We request no changes 
be made to this section.   

 
4. Dogs:  Ms. Howard stated that the maximum number of dogs had been reduced from 7 to 5.  Part 

of the reasoning was a biologist was concerned about a large number of dogs running in packs.  
Dogs running at large outside of the owner’s property constitutes a violation of LA County Code.  
If dogs are outside of the property roaming, no matter what the number, the owner is in violation 
of County Code.  We request our original language “on a lot or parcel of land one net acre or 
greater in size, two additional dogs are allowed for each additional one net acre of land or fraction 
thereof, with a maximum of seven dogs” be put back in the document.   

 
⌧ Don Henry, President 

(661) 268-1731 
BH33605@aol.com 
 

� Lianne Swanson, Secretary 
(661) 268-0204 
lianne@sierrapm.com 
 

� David Aiello, Treasurer 
        (661) 714-7647 
        davidaiello@sbcglobal.net 

  
� Scott Griffin, Member 

(661) 268-0230 
scottandalene@msn.com 

 
� Alan DiFatta, Member 
        (661) 268-0955 
         Apd297@yahoo.com 
 
� Ed Porter, Member 
        (661) 992-3692 
        porteredward@msn.com 
 
� Donal MacAdam, Member 
        (661) 268-7402 

cathy@aguadulcevineyards.com 
 



Page 2 of 2  

 
 

 
 
5. Cargo Containers:  Ms. Howard indicated there was some confusion on the complicated formula 

for determining the maximum number of containers allowed.  In an effort to eliminate the 
confusion, we request the following modifications:   

 
Net Acreage of Lot Maximum Number of Containers 

Less than 2 acres 1 

2+ to 3 acres 2 

3+ to 5 acres 3 

5+ to 10 acres 4 

10 acres or greater 4, plus one additional container for each 
additional 5 net acres of land or fraction there of 
with a maximum of 10 containers 

 
This simplifies the net acreage description and includes a cap of 10 containers.  We also request that as 
long as all other standards within the Cargo Container section are met, containers are allowed without 
any fee structure or requirement of site plan. 
 

6. Commercial Trucking:  Ms. Howard indicated this section had been eliminated in its entirety.  We 
again, request the section be put back in the document. 

 
The Agua Dulce Town Council and our CSD Revision Committee have thoroughly publicized the CSD 
revision process and have modified the document during the last 10+ years to reflect the community’s 
desires.  We believe we have achieved community consensus.  The changes and modifications made by 
Regional Planning staff are not reflective of what our community desires.  We respectfully request the 
above sections be modified to be consistent with language we previously submitted and that document be 
forwarded to the Regional Planning Commission for the public hearing process. 
 
Thanks for all your hard work and efforts to make this document agreeable to our community.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Don Henry 
 
Don Henry, President  
Agua Dulce Town Council – 2011 
 
Cc:   Mr. Edel Vizcarra  EVizcarra@lacbos.org 
 Ms. Rosalind Wayman   rwayman@lacbos.org 
 Los Angeles County Supervisor Michael Antonovich c/o Rosalind Wayman, above   
 



1

Menke, Brianna

From: Susan Tarr [gritgrit.susan@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2012 1:36 PM
To: Glaser, Mitch
Subject: Agua Dulce CSD

10060 Lagos Road 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
25 January 2012 
 
Mitch Glaser, AICP                                                                 RE: Revised Agua Dulce CSD  
Supervising Regional Planner 
Community Studies North Section 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
Dear Mr. Glaser & Members of the Department of Regional Planning: 
 
I will be out of town on February 22 and unable to attend the scheduled hearing. I would therefore like to here express my support by 
of the document under consideration. Several years ago I  worked on the document as a member of the CSD Revision Committee so I 
am familiar with its evolution. The current CSD Committee has worked strenuously to produce a carefully considered, thoughtful and 
comprehensive document. This has been an arduous and (sometimes) unappreciated effort by several dedicated Agua Dulce residents. 
I support the draft document as written as the best basis for protection against future degradation of our town. 
 
During at least one meeting you held here in Agua Dulce, there have been a few angry voices loudly raised against implementation of 
the CSD. Several of these people had not read the proposed document and, to my knowledge, had attended few, if any, of the 
numerous community meetings held to discuss and shape the CSD. 
 
Knowing how difficult it is to engage people in the kind of work that was necessary, the CSD Revision Committee is to be applauded 
for it persistence and it is my hope that the few differences that still exist between "your" version and "ours" will be reconciled. We 
are, I believe, committed to the same ultimate goal; the preservation and protection of rural Agua Dulce. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Susan Tarr 
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Menke, Brianna

From: Howard, Emma
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 8:55 AM
To: Menke, Brianna
Subject: FW: Agua Dulce CSD

 
 

Emma Howard 
Community Studies North Section 
213-974-6476 

  

From: h v [mailto:bwo.cvp17@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 8:54 AM 
To: rwayman@lacbos.org; dperry@lacbos.org; Glaser, Mitch; Howard, Emma; fifthdistrict@lacbos.org 
Subject: Agua Dulce CSD 
 
Please forward to Supervisor before the 1-24-12 Board Meeting 
  
Dear all concerned, 
  
I'd like to write/inform you that most of Agua Dulce residents do not want new regulations that alter our 
lifestyle.  To the contrary, most would like to maintain our current way of life and not bring about changes that 
may have far-reaching consequences. 
  
The two main areas I'm speaking of would be the allowance of unsightly storage containers, 
which are currently tolerated and need no additional tolerance or legalization AND the 
parking of  big rig trucks which again are tolerated at the present time for anyone parking 
one or two of their own. 
  
Please do not allow Agua Dulce, which has some upscale and valuable real estate, to eventually become a 
place to store unwanted and unsightly material and park big rig trucks, in the fashion of Little Rock.  This will 
be a disservice to ALL the residents and reduce the Real Estate values.  The County is already reasonable and 
quite tolerant of these things. 
  
There are a SELECT FEW who have pushed for the top two items to be added to the CSD.  Any 
disagreement with them will unleash a torrent of intimidation tactics which are in direct violation of the 
democratic process.  I am gravely concerned about speaking out against this group in public (including at the 
Board Meeting) for the fear of their unsound retaliation methods, in this small town community.   
  
Please know that the overwhelming majority of Agua Dulce's residents DO NOT want ANY 
MORE unsightly storage containers NOR do they want big rig truck parking to be allowed to any 
further extend that it already is. 
  
Do not allow a select few with loud voices, hidden agendas and bullying ways to dictate the allowance of these 
things that are not synonymous with our way of life, nor wanted by the community at large.  
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Thank you... 



























1

Menke, Brianna

From: kenbrenner [kenbrenner@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 21, 2012 7:55 AM
To: Menke, Brianna
Cc: FifthDistrict@lacbos.org
Subject:  Objections to the proposed csd boundary changes.
Attachments: Correct Address.jpg; Boundry Map.JPG; Forestry no parking sign.jpg

As you are aware I live in "SLEEPY VALLEY SAUGUS" in the unincorporated Los Angles County of 
the state of California. We are not located near Agua Dulce, therefore their proposed csd 
provisions do not apply to us. Neither are we in the Santa Clarita Valley. We are in fact the 
true definition of a rural area with that distinction, designation, and legal definition of 
rural location. There are only three (3) streets up off from the state hwy of sierra hwy and 
we are tucked into the Angles National Forest with a single narrow street at the top. We are 
situated in a "Green Belt" area surrounded with very tall "Old Growth" trees. 
 
This is a very nice, quite, and peaceful rural area. It will never become part of Agua Dulce 
or be able to change without a complete tear out and rebuild with funding from a community 
block grant. There is no major infrastructure to support any build out up here even if there 
was enough land and room to accomplish such a major undertaking in the future.  
 
All of the lots and houses up here on the #7773 tract map are extremly small. However I am 
concerned that the new changes will reduce the fair market value of my buildable land. Please 
see that this letter is entered into the public record for the 60 day comment period. I will 
be unable to attend any public meetings.  As you are aware of APX 62 home owners, maybe three 
principal parties ever show up for them and I am always of the minority position up here.  
 
On the legal notice you sent to me the area and the name of sleepy valley was excluded and 
not listed as one of the areas being in conflict and effected by the proposed changes on 
proposed csd boundary changes and also I notice that your mail notices are addressed as if we 
are residing in the SCV area and nothing is further from the truth. Does it really matter? I 
strongly believe that it does. Just as shown on ALL of the available maps; we are sleepy 
valley Saugus, CA. and should be considered and treated as "SLEEPY VALLEY SAUGUS" separate in 
and of itself.. 
 
Thank you for your time with regards to these pertinent issues. 
 
Kenneth N. Brenner. 
 
 
 
 
 
 







ACTON TOWN COUNCIL 
P.O. Box 810    Acton, California    93510 
 

February 15, 2012       

 

Mr. Richard J. Bruckner, Director 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

320 West Temple Street 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 

rbruckner@planning.lacounty.gov 

RE: Agua Dulce Community Standards District Boundaries 

 

Dear Mr. Bruckner: 

 

The Acton Town Council received a copy of a letter from the Agua Dulce Town Council, dated Dec. 15, 2011, regarding the 

Agua Dulce Community Standards District Boundaries.  Their newly proposed Standards and boundaries will come before 

the Planning Commission on Feb. 22, 2012.  We would like to clarify a few issues raised in their letter as well as our 

position on their proposed revisions. 

First of all we would like to make it clear that we support the right of the citizens within the established boundaries of the 

Agua Dulce Community Standards District to amend the specific provisions of their District’s ordinance.   We also support 

their ability to include geographical areas within their boundaries that are currently not covered by any other CSD 

boundary, as long as all legal requirements have been met to annex the area.  However we strongly oppose any effort to 

annex into their boundaries any portion of the Acton Community Standards District.  We do support LA County’s 

position to adjust the planning boundaries of the Antelope Valley Area Wide (Town and Country) Plan to include the 

entirety of the Acton Community Standards District.   

The position of adjusting the Antelope Valley Plan’s boundaries was reached by the County after numerous meetings, 

both individually and jointly, between the two Town Councils.  Unfortunately, the Dec. 15th letter from the Agua Dulce 

Town Council incorrectly presented the facts.  They presented one proposed meeting as the only meeting that was 

scheduled.  One of the meetings scheduled to discuss the boundary issue was not attended by ATC representatives.  This 

occurred due to scheduling conflicts of the ATC representatives.  However, they failed to mention that there were many 

meetings that were attended by representatives from LA County, the Agua Dulce Town Council and the Acton Town 

Council held both at the Acton Community Center and at the Agua Dulce Women’s Club.   

 

Michael R. Hughes 
  President        

Ken Wipff 

  Vice President 

Jim Connelly 
  Treasure 

LeNore Wengstrom 
  Correspondent Secretary 

Randy Mellin 
  Recording Secretary 

Members 

  R.J. Acosta 

  Ray Billet 

  Mike Hainline 

  Katherine Tucker 

 

mailto:rbruckner@planning.lacounty.gov


Prior to the Agua Dulce CSD and the Acton CSD being established legal notices were issued, community meetings were 

held and information was disseminated to both communities via 3 local newspapers.  In addition there were many specific 

internal community meetings to discuss the Districts.  Every effort was made by all involved to provide information to 

both communities and I believe that LA County met all legal requirements. 

 

The Acton Community Standards District’s boundaries have been established and have remained unchanged since Dec. 

1995.  The Acton Town Council strongly opposes any change in the Acton CSD’s boundaries without a vote of all residents 

within our District and after all legal notices are given and adequate time is allotted for a thorough discussion of the issue.  

We do support LA County’s position to adjust the Planning Areas to accurately coincide with the legal boundaries of the 

two CSDs. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Michael R. Hughes, President 

Acton Town Council 

 

Cc: Mayor Michael Antonovich  fifthdistrict@labos.org 

 Mr. Mitch Glaser  mglaser@planning.lacounty.gov 

 Mr. Edel Vizcarra  EVizcarra@lacbos.org 

 Ms Rosalind Wayman  rwayman@lacbos.org 

 Mr. Norm Hickling  nhickling@lacbos.org 

 Mr. Don Henry  BH33605@aol.com 

 Mary Johnson  maryjohnson767@gmail.com 

 Lorene Cangiano  lcangiano@chomg.com 

 Rosie Heffley  heffleyr@aol.com 

 Acton Town Council 

 AV Press  jdrake@avpress.com 

 Acton/Agua Dulce News aadnews@joycemediainc.com 

 Agua Dulce/Acton Country Journal  countryjournal@bigplanet.com 

 

mailto:fifthdistrict@labos.org
mailto:mglaser@planning.lacounty.gov
mailto:EVizcarra@lacbos.org
mailto:rwayman@lacbos.org
mailto:nhickling@lacbos.org
mailto:BH33605@aol.com
mailto:maryjohnson767@gmail.com
mailto:lcangiano@chomg.com
mailto:heffleyr@aol.com
mailto:jdrake@avpress.com
http://webmail.earthlink.net/wam/ContactCategorySendmail?contactid=1435559223&x=-923599418
mailto:countryjournal@bigplanet.com


February 22. 2012 Los nge'es County Regional Planning
Commission Public Hearing-Agua Dulce Revised CSD and
Boundaries

For the past 10 + years, the Agua Dulce Community Standards District "CSD"
Revision Committee has been tirelessly working on soliciting community inputto
reflect the wishes of the community on the revised Agua Dulce "CSD" and
Boundaries

During this process, we heard from a number of residents not currently within the
Agua Dulce "CSD" and the Agua Dulce Boundaries. South of the Summit areas
included the following: Escondido Canyon Road from Hubbard south to the 14
Freeway-Both sides of Hubbard Road (Agua Dulce side)- Briggs Road and
Big Springs Road areas. These areas are in the Santa Clarita (OVOV) One
Valley One Vision Boundary.

The Agua Dulce Town Council and the Agua Dulce "CSD" Committee strongly
supports the residents desire to remain in the OVOV where they belong and be
added into the Agua Dulce "CSD" boundary.

We live in the unincorporated community of Agua Dulce, in the Santa Clarita
(OVOV) area plan. We can Vote in Agua Dulce concerning any issues,
including running for the Town Council position.

Neither the Acton Town Council nor Regional Planning informed us when Acton
included this OVOV area in their "CSD". The Acton "CSD" mentions Antelope
Valley area more than once; we do not want our properties to be placed in the
(Town and Country) Antelope Valley area plan.

Due to other commitments, most of the residents will not be able to attend the
2/22/12 Regional Planning Hearing. As a 12+ years member of the Agua Dulce
"CSD" committee, and 28 year resident of 7520 Escondido Canyon Rd. I will be
attending and will represent the attached residents of this small OVOV area.

The Acton Town Council would like to move our Boundary area to (Town and
Country) Antelope Valley area plan. No Town Council should deny the residents
desires to live were they belong.

We respectfully request Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission our
desire to remain in the (OVOV) area plan and be added into the Agua Dulce
"CSD" boundary.

Thank you,

Rosie Heffley
(661) 268 - 0357



Page 1
Survey for Regional Planning Public Hearing 2/22/12

Petition to remain in the Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Area Plan South of the 14 Summit

Escondido Canyon Road from Hubbard south to the 14 Freeway---Both Sides of Hubbard (Agua Dulce Side) --Briggs Road and Big Springs Rd Area

We the following Rllident. Vote VII

Name Address Post Office State Zip Phone No.

Frank Heffley 7520 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0357
Rosie Heffley 7520 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0357
Anthony Ramirez 33721 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1872
Carmen Ramirez 33721 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1872
Fred Banta 33345 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 7625
Christina Banta 33345 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 7625
Thomas Matulich 33210 Margaritta Hills Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0871
Lisa Matulich 33210 Margaritta Hills Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0871
Andrew Matulich 33210 Margaritta Hills Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0871
Bryan Matulich 33210 Margaritta Hills Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0871
Ross Lonsberry 32610 Big Springs Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0268
Wahnita Lonsberry 32610 Big Springs Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0268
Mike Tucillo 33320 King Bird Way Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1556
Mercedes Tuccillo 33320 King Bird Way Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1556
Dan Smith 33360 King Bird Way Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 -1556
Dee Monkhouse 33320 King Bird Way Acton Ca 93510 (661) 480 - 8847
Theresa Smith 33360 King Bird Way Acton Ca 93510 (661) 406 - 5986
Michael Tuccillo 8246 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 510 - 0681
David Niedrick 6755 Ranchitos Dr. Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1190
Christal Niedrick 6755 Ranchitos Dr. Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1190
Mike Terry 7881 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0338
John Davis 33435 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1650
Debra Davis 33435 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1650
Melissa Davis 33435 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1650
James Lawson 7767 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1945
Becky Lawson 7767 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1945
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Survey for Regional Planning Public Hearing 2/22/12

Petition to remain in the Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Area Plan South of the 14 Summit

Escondido Canyon Road from Hubbard south to the 14 Freeway---Both Sides of Hubbard (Agua Dulce Side) --Briggs Road and Big Springs Rd Area

w. the following Rllld.ntl Vote VII

Name Address Post Office State Zip Phone No.

Francisco Veramontes 7634 Escondido Cy Rd Acton Ca 93510 (818) 257 - 5747
Maria Munoz 7634 Escondido Cy Rd Acton Ca 93510 (818) 257 - 5747
Steven Kessler 33808 Norcross Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661)268- 0413
Michael Sutherland 33808 Norcross Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661)268- 0413
Patrick Marrone 7703 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (626) 348 - 3252
Miguel Padilla 7817 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1329
Ramon Sr. Padilla 7817 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1329
Virginia Padilla 7817 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1329
Scott Keller 8023 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 802 - 1894
Dominique Keller 8023 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 802 - 1894
Mary & Nicole Egbert 8023 Escondido Canyon Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 802 - 1894
Francis E. Williams 17549 Chase St. Northridge Ca 91325 (818) 345 - 3226
Mr. Williams Owns 2 Parcels - Raw Land (34.53) and (20) Acress Briggs Rd Area yes on both
Jess Spencer 33210 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0584
Judy Spencer 33210 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0584
Shawn Caldwell 33200 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1773
Carla Caldwell 33200 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 1773
Joseph Meriweather 33055 Margaritta Hills Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0065
Tina Meriweather 33055 Margaritta Hills Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0065
Cheyenne Meriweather 33055 Margaritta Hills Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0065
Tim Jorgensen 33307 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510
Mark Zenhuizen 6655 Ranchitos Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0923
Jenniffer Zenhuizen 6655 Ranchitos Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0923
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Survey for Regional Planning Public Hearing 2/22/12

Petition to remain in the Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Area Plan South of the 14 Summit

Escondido Canyon Road from Hubbard south to the 14 Freeway---Both Sides of Hubbard (Agua Dulce Side) --Briggs Road and Big Springs Rd Area

W. the following Rllident. Vote V••

Name Address Post Office State Zip Phone No.

Melinda Zenhuizen 6655 Ranchitos Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0923
Ashley Zenhuizen 6655 Ranchitos Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0923
Linda Neiman 33716 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 661) 268 - 1225
Fritz Neiman 33716 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 661) 268 - 1225
Terrence Brown 33792 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0221
Tia Brown 33792 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0221
Tara Brown 33792 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0221
Timothy Brown 33792 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0221
Jim Lambdin 33795 W. Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 8419
Nick Lambdin 33795 W. Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 8419
Paul Pearson 33714 Rainbow Bend Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 258 - 0985
Michele Pearson 33714 Rainbow Bend Dr Acton Ca 93510 (661) 258 - 0985
Mark Williams D.v.M 33368 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 8128
Mail Correspondense for Dr. Williams to:
Sweetwater Vetenary 33324 Agua Dulce Cyn Rd Agua Dulce Ca 91390 (661) 268 - 8128
Gael Parks 33242 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (818) 317 - 0334
Julia Wolf 33242 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (818) 317 - 0335



Agua Dulce Civic Association, lnc.
... Seruing Agua Dulce since 1956

February 20,2012

Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission
Mr. Curt Pedersen, Chair
Mr. David W. Louie, Vice Chair
Esther L.Yaladez
Harold V. Helsley
Pat Modugno
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Commissioners:

The Agua Dulce Civic Association is in agreement with the staff recommendation to adopt the
proposed ordinance amending Tit\e22.44.113 The Agua Dulce Community Standards District.

Our membership supports the community's and LA County RPC's efforts to update our CSD to

help preserve the community character by "addressing minimum lot size, residential and

commercial development standards, street improvements, public trails, lighting, signage, the

allowance of cargo shipping containers, the expansion of allowable home-based occupations, and

an increase in the allowable number of dogs, and significant ridgeline and hillside management

area protection", per the RPC's Resolution.

In addition, the proposed ordinance expands District boundaries, which remains a point of
contention for those properfy owners affected. The Agua Dulce Civic Association Board of
Directors acknowledges that further constructive negotiation could very well be needed in this

area.

Sincerely,

-*/' /'-^}f;'t-x'.cf .r;4, ' "'

Frederico Enriquez
President

.1.Y r''t1{ 
6.-'-''

33201-1 Agua Dutce Canyon Road - Agua Dulce, California 91390
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Menke, Brianna

From: Mel Spry [mspry@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2012 1:36 PM
To: Menke, Brianna
Cc: Mary  Johnson
Subject: Agua Dulce Revised Community Standards

I am writing to support the proposed amendment to the Los Angeles County Code  (Title 2- Zoning Ordinance) 
establishing a revised Community Standards District for the community of Agua Dulce.   
Through the years I have been involved with the revision of the CSD serving on committees regarding, as well 
as being active in Agua Dulce community organizations.  I have been a resident of Agua Dulce since 1989, 
currently  a resident.   
I am unable to attend the meeting of February 22, 2012 to speak in person of my support, thus this E-mail.  
Please add  this message to the record supporting the  Revised Agua Dulce CSD and  my asking for the DRP's 
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to vote for passage of the proposed ordinance. 
  
Sincerely,  Peg Spry     
                10835 Sierra Hwy 
                Agua Dulce, CA.  91390 
      Telephone:  661 268-8165 
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Menke, Brianna

From: HEFFLEYR@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2012 10:26 AM
To: Menke, Brianna
Subject: I copied and paste see if it works, Rosie

                      2- 22, 2012 LA County Regional Planning  
Commission Public Hearing-Agua Dulce Revised CSD and  
Boundaries  
  
                              PRESENTATION 
  

MY NAME: ROSIE HEFFLEY 
  
MY ADDRESS:  
  
7520 ESCONDIDO CYN RD IN THE UNINCORPORATED COMMUNITY OF AGUA DULCE, my Husband and I 
moved to Agua Dulce 28 Years ago.   
  
I am a member of the Agua Dulce Community Standards District Committee. 
  
For the past 10 + years, the Agua Dulce “CSD” Revision Committee has worked hard soliciting 
community input to reflect the wishes of the community on the revised Agua Dulce “CSD” and 
Boundaries.  
  
During this process, we heard from a number of residents not currently within the Agua Dulce “CSD” 
and the Agua Dulce Boundaries. 
   
South of the Summit areas includes as follows: 
  
Escondido Canyon Road from Hubbard south to the 14 Freeway—Hubbard Road (Agua Dulce 
side)— Briggs Road and Big Springs Road areas.  
  
We live in the unincorporated community of Agua Dulce, in the Santa Clarita (OVOV) area plan. We 
can Vote in Agua Dulce concerning any issues, including running for the Town Council 
position. 
  
Due to other commitments, most of the residents are not able to attend the Hearing. 
As a resident of Escondido Cyn.Road, I am representing the residents of this small OVOV area. 
  
The Agua Dulce Town Council and the Agua Dulce “CSD” Committee strongly supports the residents 
desire to remain in the OVOV where they belong and be added into the Agua Dulce “CSD” and 
Boundary. 
  
OVOV covers Agua Dulce, Regional Planning was in support adjusting this area into the Agua Dulce 
Boundary. 
  
The Acton Town Council would like to move our Boundary area to (Town and Country) Antelope 
Valley area plan.  
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In 2001, we found out this area was land graved or Annexed by the Acton Town Council, we signed 
repeated petitions, we attended meetings with no result or reasoning. We have done our due 
diligence over and over. 
  
Neither the Acton Town Council nor Regional Planning informed us when Acton Town Council graved 
this OVOV area. Had we been notified, we would have pulled out of the Acton CSD and Boundary. 
  
No Town Council should deny the residents desires to live were they belong. 
  
The notion that we the people want to live in the area were we belong, ACTON TOWN COUNCIL 
NOW CALLS this as ANNEXING (HOW CONVENIENT) 
  
There is an over whelming consensus within this small area from property owners favoring inclusion 
in the Agua Dulce CSD,  Planning Commission has enough documentation in order to make a sound 
decision, and we can supply more if needed. 
  
We the residents of this area, respectfully request Los Angeles County Regional Planning 
Commission our desire to remain in the (OVOV) area plan and be added into the Agua Dulce “CSD” 
and boundary. Please, remove our area from the Acton boundary and give us the opportunity to live 
were we belong.  
  
 I would like to end by thanking Regional Planning Commission, Mitch Glaser, Brianna and Staff and 
the Agua Dulce Town Council.  
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Menke, Brianna

From: HEFFLEYR@aol.com
Sent: Sunday, February 19, 2012 11:25 PM
To: Menke, Brianna
Cc: bline7535@yahoo.com; myers@antelecom.net; anthonyramirez3d@gmail.com
Subject: Regional Planning Commission Hearing 2-22-12 Page 4 

Hi Brianna, attached are additional  four (4) names I neglected to add to the list for the Hubbard Road area residents, and 
they wanted to make sure we add there names before the Hearing date, I hope you can still amend the file I sent you 
Thrusday, I am sorry this is so late, please confirm.  Thank you so much for all your help.  Rosie Heffley 



                       Survey for Regional Planning Public Hearing 2/22/12 Page 4

                                                      Petition to remain in the Santa Clarita Valley (OVOV) Area Plan South of the 14 Summit

Escondido Canyon Road from Hubbard south to the 14 Freeway---Both Sides of Hubbard (Agua Dulce Side) --Briggs Road and Big Springs Rd Area

  

            We the following Residents Vote Yes  

Name Address Post Office State Zip Phone No.

Sukwan Myers 33343 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0762

Eric Myers 33343 Hubbard Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0762

William Bline 7535 Carmack Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0652

Jo Anne Bline 7535 Carmack Rd Acton Ca 93510 (661) 268 - 0652





























GAIL FARBER, Director

March 21, 2012

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

TO: Mitch Glaser

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626)458-5100

http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-] 460

Community Studies North Section
Department of Regional Planning

Attenti nna Menke

FROM:rOrSteve Burger
Land Development Division
Department of Public Works

INITIAL STUDY/NEGATIVE DECLARATION
PROJECT NO. R2010-01627
RADV201000005
AGUA DULCE COMMUNITY STANDARDS DISTRICT

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: LD—~

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Initial Study/Negative Declaration for Project
No. R2010-01627, Agua Dulce Community Standards District. The project is a revision
of the Agua Dulce Community Standards District, containing a series of amendments to
Title 22 of the Los Angeles County Code, intended to maintain a dispersed, low-density
pattern for future development in Agua Dulce in order to preserve the secluded rural
nature of the community. The project is located within the unincorporated community of
Agua Dulce. We reviewed the Initial Study/Negative Declaration and concluded that a
Negative Declaration is correct determination. No further comments are needed at this
time.

If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact
Toan Duong at (626) 458-4921 or tdounq~dpw.lacounty.gov.

JY:ca
P:\Idpub\CEQA\CDM-TD\DRP - R2010-01627 ADV201000005_Agua Dulce CSD_IS-ND.doc
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